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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
The increasing problem of academic dishonesty has become more visible to educators 
over the past years due to the frequent media reports of school surveys and the work behavior 
of American society (Ludeman, 1989). Kerr (1968) reported a general public concern with 
academic dishonesty on college and university campuses. Cheating was seen as a grave 
problem and was a major topic of incoming mail to administrators. Today, academic 
dishonesty still occurs quite consistently among students in the liberal arts and the professional 
schools as competition and rivalry for positions in graduate schools and jobs in professions 
have become so intense (Collision, 1990). 
Cheating at any cost has become a prevalent practice and a moral dilemma facing many 
educational institutions at all levels. Surveys at major research institutions such as the 
University of Delaware, the University of Maryland and the University of California at Santa 
Barbara, found that over 25 percent of students enrolled may have participated in some form of 
academic dishonesty (Kibler, Nuss, Paterson & Pavella 1988). 
A review of the types of misconduct among students at Iowa State University during 
1988-89 revealed that the highest incidence of violations were in the category of academic 
dishonesty. The source of reports for academic dishonesty orginated from faculty and/or 
academic departments. It was noteworthy that the time of the incidents coincided with the 
months in which final exams were generally scheduled (ISU Annual Student Conduct And 
Incident Report, 1989-90). 
Cheating practices, however, are not limited to institutions of higher education. They 
are everyday occurrences in our larger society. In government and corporate industry, these 
practices occur and are seen as acceptable in order to advance careers as well as defraud 
established systems of society (Quinn, 1985 & Baird, 1980). 
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The practice of deception by governmental and corporate leaders also has raised 
concerns about professionals who serve as doctors, lawyers, and engineers as to their 
competence in rendering the services they profess to have obtained honestly (Mano & Keith, 
1987). Simpson, Yindra, and Rosenfield (1989) surveyed medical students at a large mid-
western medical school on their perceptions of academic dishonesty. The results indicated that 
even when students promised not to engage in academic dishonesty and to report others for 
similar violations under an honor code, 27 to 58 percent of these medical students still cheated 
on major exams. Simpson et al. (1989) also reported an assumption that those who cheated in 
medical school were likely to continue to be dishonest in the workplace. Pake (1985) reported 
that the increasing public awareness of political scandals has reinforced the attitude of youth 
that cheating is acceptable as long as one does not get caught Fowler (1986) also attributed the 
increase of academic dishonesty to the deceptive practices in our society and to the constant 
temptation students face to engage in academic dishonesty. Although many new methods such 
as honor codes (Williams, 1969) and random-response techniques (Scheers & Dayton, 1987) 
are now being used to reduce the temptation to cheat, faculty still continue to And proctoring 
examinations effective in reducing academic dishonesty in classroom. While these methods are 
being used to reduce academic dishonesty, faculty in colleges and universities still attribute 
student dishonesty to the high visibility of unethical behaviors of governmental and coiporate 
leaders (Brandis, 1986; Pake, 1985 and Stevens & Stevens, 1987). 
According to the 1979 Carnegie Council Report, the percentage of undergraduate 
students cheating increased from 7.5 percent in 1969 to 8.8 percent in 1976. This increase 
according to Pavella (1988) poses four threats to the educational purpose of institutions. 
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These threats are described as: 
1. A campus climate which appears to be tolerant of academic dishonesty may 
have the perverse effect of encouraging students who did not cheat in secondary 
school to adopt such a practice in college and throughout their lives. Such an 
outcome is the antithesis of what the college and university experience is 
designed to accomplish. 
2. Apparent faculty indifferences to academic dishonesty communicates to students 
that the values of integrity and honesty are not sufficiently important to justify 
any serious effort to eirforce them. 
3. Most students are justifiably outraged when faculty and staff members appear to 
ignore obvious cases of cheating or plagiarism. 
4. Academic dishonesty deceives those who may eventually depend upon the 
knowledge of our graduates (p. 1-2). 
Researchers have suggested that a person's perceptions of the dishonest act may be a 
primary reason for engaging in academic dishonesty. The term perception is defined as "the act 
of extracting information from the environment" (Peterson & Walberg, 1979,p.215). 
Therefore, the frequency of academic dishonesty may be related to and may be partially 
explained by the person's perception of the severity of committing various types of dishonest 
behaviors (Todd & Borin, 1988). Stevens & Stevens (1987) agreed that the person's 
perception of academic dishonesty may encourage cheating. They further suggested these 
additional reasons students perceived the need for dishonesty .They are:l) Perception of the 
cheater that little risk is involved; 2) Cheating is the best way to get ahead; 3) Perception of the 
cheater that the task is not relevant and 4) The cheater's perception that no one will be hurt by 
his or her own actions.These reasons suggest that academic dishonesty is comparable to other 
forms of deviant behavior which when learned, result in rewards as well as costs which are 
mostly motivated by external pressures (Michaels & Maither, 1989). 
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The pressure of maintaining adequate grades in order to enter graduate and professional 
schools, as well as continued eligibility to participate in collegiate sports, were cited by 
students as additional reasons they engaged in academic dishonesty (Bamett & Dalton 1981; 
Hardy, 1982; Raffetto, 1985). According to Gehring, Nuss and Pavella (1986), the intense 
competition for grades has often been a contributor to the breakdown of academic integrity. 
This breakdown, according to David & Kovach (1967), has shifted students' priorities to 
careers, prestige and financial security. 
Gehring et al. (1986) offered an additional explanation why academic dishonesty 
occurred in colleges and universities. They reported that cheating occurred frequently when 
universities were not explicit in defining behaviors and terms which constituted cheating. 
Nuss (1984) investigated faculty and students' perceptions of how academic dishonesty was 
defined and validated Gehring et al. (1986) results that colleges and universities must provide 
explicit definitions of cheating behaviors. Nuss (1984) found that both students and faculty 
were in agreement that incidents of copying from the paper of another student during an exam 
and knowingly letting someone copy off one's exam paper were clear examples of cheating. 
However, students disagreed with faculty that using materials from an outside source without 
citing a reference and obtaining test files from other students were incidents of academic 
dishonesty. 
In order to eliminate the ambiguity of behaviors defined as cheating, faculty are 
encouraged to explain to students which actions are cheating and further provide definitions 
and examples of other forms of academic dishonesty including plagiarism and fabrication. 
Singhal & Johnson (1983) insisted that faculty members are primarily responsible for 
preserving academic integrity in classrooms. According to Kibler et al. (1988), students must 
also share in preserving academic integrity. 
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They offer two ways: 1) Students who cheat must accept responsibility for their 
behavior; and 2) Students who have knowledge that cheating is occurring have the 
responsibility to report it. Bamett & Dalton (1981) found that neither students nor faculty 
agreed with the statement " reporting someone for cheating is worse than cheating." 
In studies conducted on academic dishonesty in 1980 and 1983 at Iowa State 
University potential factors relating to academic dishonesty were described and discussed. 
They included stress, environment, intelligence, personality characteristics and demographics, 
cheating definitions, and moral judgement and will. The studies by Bamett & Dalton (1980) 
and Brown (1983) provided a basis for this author's study; however, two crucial factors which 
were not included in the previous studies, ethnicity and religious participation, have been added 
to this one. 
Numerous studies have compared African-American and White American students on 
academic achievement (Allen, 1982) and the perceptions of acceptance at predominantly White 
colleges and universities (Fleming, 1984). 
There have also been research studies comparing perceptions of academic success and 
career opportunities of African-American and White students (Fleming,1984). With the 
increase in incidents of academic dishonesty within colleges and universities, it is surprising 
that the literature review did not reveal perceptions and behaviors of African-American and 
White students regarding academic dishonesty. While the literature does not provide any 
specific evidence that ethnicity or religious participation is a factor in determining whether one 
engages in academic dishonesty, many researchers have reported that differences existed when 
gender was studied in relation to academic dishonesty. They concluded that the degree of 
dishonesty among females was less than among males (Baird, 1980; Houston, 1983, Pake, 
1985). 
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National surveys of church attendance and involvement in organized religion 
(University of Michigan, 1991) revealed that African -American and White high-school seniors 
in 1990 were much less interested in religious activities than were seniors in the 1970's and 
1980's. The decline, according to the report, mirrored a decrease in student's perception of the 
role of religion in their lives. This decline of the role of religion in students' lives provides an 
inverse relationship with regard to the increase in incidents of corruptions and dishonesty in 
our society. 
On the other hand the national decline in students' perceptions of the role of religion in 
their lives, other reports have implied an increase in incidents of religious activities in colleges 
and universities by Afncan-American students (Poinsett, 1990). This increase could be 
attributed to the African-American culture which has deep spiritual roots which have sustained 
African-American people through many hardships and oppressive conditions (Hughes, 
1987).It is possible that religious participation by Afncan-American students may have an 
affect on their perceptions of academic dishonesty behaviors. 
In Tolbert's (1990) study, there was further evidence of the importance of religion in 
the lives of African-American students. Not only did did church activities provide a support 
system and positive influence on their lives,they were also perceived as a significant factor in 
their retention at a predominantiy White institutions. 
Summary 
Academic dishonesty is increasing in colleges and universities as is corruption and 
dishonesty in society. Many reasons were described earlier in this chapter why students 
engaged in academic dishonesty including the pressure to maintain adequate grades to enter 
graduate and professional schools, perceptions of academic dishonesty and unclear definitions 
of academic dishonesty. 
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Since few, if any, studies have attempted to separate out perceptions of African-
American and White students toward academic dishonesty, this research attempts to fill this 
void in the body of literature. It also attempts to relate aspects of academic dishonesty to 
religious participation. 
Statement of the Problem 
This research will evaluate the perceptions of academic dishonesty among Iowa State 
University students when the variables of ethnicity and one's level of participation in religious 
activities are examined. Specifically, the study will examine: If African-American and White 
students as well as students with different amounts of religious participation vary in their (1) 
perceptions of academic dishonesty; (2) the occurrence of academic dishonesty at Iowa State 
University and; (3 )when cheating is justified. 
The following questions were posed to examine the above factor 
1. In terms of behaviors that are considered to be dishonest: 
a) What are the perceptions of ISU students in general ? 
b) Do African-American and White students differ in their behaviors? 
c) Is there a difference in the perceptions of students with varying levels of 
participation in religious activities (low, medium and high)? 
d) Is there an interaction between ethnicity (African-American vs White 
students) and levels of religious participation? 
2. In terms of the frequency of academic dishonesty by others: 
a) What are the perceptions of ISU students in general? 
b) Do African-American and White students differ in their behaviors? 
c) Is there a difference in the perceptions of students with varying levels of 
participation in religious activities (low, medium and high)? 
d) Is there an interaction between ethnicity (African-American vs White 
students) and levels of religious participation? 
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3. In terms of when cheating is justified: 
a) What are the perceptions of ISU students in general? 
b) Do African-American and White students differ in their behaviors? 
c) Is there a difference in the perceptions of students with varying levels of 
religious activities (low, medium and high) 
d) Is there an interaction between ethnicity (African-American vs White 
students) and levels of participation? 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to examine undergraduate students' perceptions of the nature of 
academic dishonesty, the frequency of dishonest acts, and the possible justification of 
dishonest behaviors by administering a survey to 322 students enrolled at Iowa State 
University during the 1991 spring semester. 
Description of the Independent and Dependent Variables 
The dependent variables are the perceptions of (a) academic dishonesty, (b) the 
frequency of occurrence of academic dishonesty and (c) when academic dishonesty justified. 
The independent variables in this study are ethnicity (African-American and White students) 
and one's level of participation in religious activities (low, medium and high). 
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Definitions of Terms 
Academic Dishonesty: 
Cheating: 
Fabrication: 
Refers to the forms of cheating and result in 
smdents receiving unauthorized assistance in an 
academic exercise or receiving credit for work 
which is not their own. (Kibler et al. 1988). 
Intentionally using or attempting to use 
unauthorizoi materials, information, or study 
aids in any academic exercise. The term 
academic exercise includes all forms of work 
submitted for credit or hours.(Kibler et al. 
1988) 
Intentional and unauthorized falsification or 
invention of any information or citation in an 
academic exercise. (Kibler et al.. 1988). 
Facilitating 
Academic Intentionally or knowingly helping or attempting to 
Dishonesty help another violate a provision of the 
institutional code of academic integrity. (Kibler et 
al. 1988). 
Plagiarism: 
Religious Activities: 
Ethnicity 
The deliberate adoption or reproduction of ideas or 
words or statements of another person as one's 
own words without acknowledgement. (Kibler et at 
1988). 
Activities which relate to one's religious beliefs Examples of 
such are: reading the Bible or Koran; 
prayer, church attendance and participation in 
church school. (Tolbert, 1990). 
The commonalty among individuals who are similarly classified 
according to common traits and customs. (Jackson, 1988). 
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Assumptions 
It is assummed that the research subjects responded honestly to items of the survey 
questionnaire. In addition, it is assummed that research subjects were able to interpret the 
survey questionnaire items. 
Limitations of the Study 
Two limitations of the study have been identified, First the perceptions of African-
American and White students at Iowa State University may not be representative of the 
perceptions of African-American and White students at other institutions. Thus, this study can 
only be generalized to campuses similar to Iowa State which are predominantiy white land 
grant institutions. Second, due to the nature of the design the researcher was not able to infer 
causalty between the independent and dependant variables. 
Significance of the Study 
The findings of this study may be useful in raising the awareness of faculty and 
administrators of the actions that students define as cheating and their attitudes toward academic 
dishonesty. Additionally, these findings will be helpful to academic departments in evaluating 
and implementing policies to reduce academic dishonesty in the classroom. 
Further, the results from this study will examine if opinions differ among different subgroups 
participation in religious activities and their perceptions of academic dishonesty. 
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Organization of Remainder of the Study 
The remainder of this study is organized in the following sections: Chapter II is the 
review of literature which reviews the factors which may influence academic dishonesty. The 
methods and procedures for the study are discussed in Chapter HI. The chapter includes a 
description of the instrument and subjects used in the study. A detailed description of the 
procedures followed in conducting the study as well as types of data analysis used conclude the 
chapter. 
The results of the data analysis are found in Chapter IV. The findings and results based 
on the testing of the hypothesis and research questions are presented and discussed. Finally, a 
summary of the study is presented in Chapter V. The summary is followed by discussion, 
conclusions and recommendations for further studies. 
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CHAPTER n 
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
To understand academic dishonesty and the possible reasons for it's increase, it is 
necessary to examine factors influencing academic dishonesty and the perceptions of 
participants and non-participants motives for engaging in academic dishonesty. This chapter is 
a comprehensive review of the literature which provides information on Defining Academic 
Dishonesty, Reasons for Engaging in Academic Dishonesty, Environment, Honor Codes/Peer 
Reporting, Test Design and Administration, Technology and Academic Dishonesty, 
Demographics, and Developmental Theories. Finally, the chapter concludes with a review of 
methods used to adjudicate cases involving academic dishonesty. 
Defining Academic Dishonesty 
Much confusion surrounds how academic dishonesty is defined and what actions 
constitute academic dishonesty. The vagueness of definition has confused some students about 
the appropriateness of certain kinds of academic exercises and behaviors which are loosely 
defined as cheating while providing other students with reasons for engaging in behavior that is 
not clearly defined (Uhlig & Howes, 1967). 
A study by Bowers (1964) found that students failed to understand that paraphrasing a 
secondary reference without citing the source was considered cheating. Such actions, 
according to Monter (1971), indicated that many students engaged in academic dishonesty 
because they have never learned why the action was wrong. 
Moss (1984) indicated that students felt that faculty members did not impress upon 
them that cheating was a serious matter and failed to provide them with examples of plagiarism 
and fabrication. Thus Peterson (1988) and Tom & Borin (1988) argued that in order to 
promote academic integrity, it must be defined operationally with examples provided. 
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In order to define cheating operationally, Nuss (1984) investigated the perceptions of 
cheating of both students and faculty. The results indicated that there were was agreement from 
faculty and students that the following acts were dishonest behavior: 1) Paying someone to 
write a paper to submit as one's own work; 2) Arranging with another student to give or 
receive answers by the use of signals; and 3) Taking an exam for another student. In a similar 
study using a student survey. Brown (1983) also found the above statements were clear actions 
of cheating. However, when students were asked if working together on a homework 
assignment when the instructor did not allow it and copying sentences of material from a 
source without footnoting it in the paper were considered cheating, 50 percent of the 
respondents believed these actions were not cheating while 50 percent thought they were forms 
of cheating. Peterson (1986), reported similar results as Brown in that students couldn't 
discern that working together when the teacher did not allow it was unacceptable andwas 
considered cheating. The logic was that joint efforts were admissible and that sharing answers 
was justifiable. These responses clearly revealed that although faculty and students agreed on 
some obvious operational definitions of academic dishonesty, some actions such as plagiarism 
and misrepresentation was still misunderstood by students (Tom & Borin, 1988). 
Reasons for Academic Dishonesty 
Kibler, Nuss, Paterson and Pavella (1988) cited specific reasons why students engaged 
in academic dishonesty. Those reasons were: 
a. Students were unaware of how academic dishonesty was defined. 
b. Students believed that what they learned was not relevant to their future goals. 
c. Student's values have changed. The ability to succeed at any cost is one of the 
most cherished values. 
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d. Increased compeddon for enrollment in high demand disciplines and admission 
to prestigious graduate and professional schools have prompted students to 
cheat to improve their grades, not just avoid failure. 
e. Students were falling to frequent temptation. Examinations were not properly 
secured and faculty members were casual about proctering exams. 
Examinations were repeated frequently from semester to semester. 
f. The risks associated with cheating are minimal. Students believed that no one is 
punished and faculty members may avoid using campus disciplinary procedures 
by simply giving those suspected a failing grade. 
Unethical behaviors by governmental and societal individuals have largely impacted the 
way students have perceived academic dishonesty. Media reports revealing scandals within our 
political structure as well as unethical practices by parents have reinforced student's attitudes 
that dishonest acts were acceptable as long as you were not caught Therefore, the increase of 
academic dishonesty can be traced primarily to the values that are projected by society as well 
as family behavior. 
The last two decades have revealed a society which seemed to be in a period of 
individual ascendancy whereby individuals seem to place more emphasis upon themselves and 
cheating behaviors become more dominant (Levine, 1980). 
Astin (1984) agreed that the current societal shift to individualistic values has resulted in 
students being more interested in financial security which has reflected in increased enrollments 
in disciplines such as Business Administration, Computer Science and Engineering which 
promise high salaries. 
Although unethical behaviors of political and corporate leaders do impact the 
perceptions of students, Stevens & Stevens (1987) reported that they were not totally 
responsible for the increase of academic dishonesty when one failed to cite the actions of 
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parents who have also influenced youth to cheat. In a study by Quinn (1986), children reported 
that they were influenced to cheat when they observed their parents falsifying family income 
statements and when applying for financial assistance for college tuition. Miller (1987) 
indicated that students were aware that their parents were defrauding established systems of 
society such as the Internal Revenue Service when they enumerated pets as children to receive 
larger refunds. Such parental behaviors have reinforced the attitude that acts of dishonesty are 
acceptable and when completed successfully provide children with perceptions that individual 
gain was more salient than being honest (Calbrese and Cochran, 1990; McBride 1987). 
The pressures to maintain adequate grades to enter graduate and professional schools 
has been cited by students as another reason for engaging in academic dishonesty (Michaels & 
Maither, 1989; Pake, 1985; Raffetto; 1985; Singhal & Johnson, 1983). Budwig (1979) 
reported that students who were succeeding well academically succumbed to cheating due to 
the pressure to maintain high grade point averages. 
Although students cited that maintaining adequate grades may have influenced them to 
cheat, faculty indicated that the increase of incidents of academic dishonesty could be attributed 
to the high academic expectations parents placed upon children (Colloson, 1990). McBride 
(1987) agreed and further concluded that the attitude of parents towards their children's grades 
could be related to whether students engaged in academic dishonesty or not 
Uhlig and Howes (1967) disagreed that students cheated because of grades. They 
rather emphasized that if the opportunity arose to be dishonest, students would cheat based on 
whether the situation was stressful or non-stressful. 
Therefore, the frequency of some cheating behaviors was related to the situation and could be 
partially explained by an individual's perception of the severity of committing various forms of 
cheating (Tom & Borin, 1988). 
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Haines et al. (1986) defined this concept as neutralization. In neutralization, the 
individual feels free to deviate one's behavior when the stress related to the guilt or wrong 
doing is reduced. Consequently, cheating becomes a situational act depending upon the 
individual's personality, beliefs and values. Hetherington and Feldman (1964) substantiated 
this theory of linkage by providing four types of cheating behaviors which were different based 
on situations. The four types of situational cheating behaviors are: 1) Independent 
Opportunistic which is planned and impulsive; 2) Independent Planned Dishonesty which 
involves an element of foresight and activity which is preliminary to the actual situation; 3) 
Social Dishonesty which involves two or more persons actively instigating the cheating act and 
4) Social Dishonesty which involves two or more persons where the instigator plays a passive 
role.These types of situational behaviors provide a framework of how some students behaviors 
can be characterized 
Though much of the literature supported the relationship between academic dishonesty 
and the earning of grades, and the desire to please parents and enter graduate school, there was 
also evidence that the grading procedures used by faculty may influence students to engage in 
academic dishonesty. 
According to Bowers (1964) students reported that faculty who chose to grade solely 
on a curve increased student's anxiety as well as increased competition for grades which 
induced cheating. Monter (1971) agreed and reported that the practice of grading on a curve 
encouraged poorer students to cheat in order to avoid receiving failing grades. 
While students often attributed their cheating practices to the need for adequate grades 
and the grading system itself, the environment where academic dishonesty occurs and the rules 
that regulate cheating and the perceptions of those who engage in academic dishonesty are also 
worth examining. 
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The Environment 
The classroom environment is also a factor which may influence students to cheat. 
According to Hardy (1982), classes which were taught in crowded lecture halls created an 
environment where cheating was not easily detected. Brandes (1986) and Pass (1986) 
described crowded classrooms as "low-risk" cheating situations which encouraged copying 
due to overcrowding and the anonymity of lecture halls while smaller classrooms reduced 
situational opportunities for academic dishonesty. Houston(1986) extended this finding by 
reporting that copying could be easily dectected among individuals who were seated next to 
each other and that it occured mostly in the rear of large lecture halls due to the low risk 
involvement factor or faculty whose attitudes may not have a tremendous impact on preserving 
academic integrity (Houston, 1976). 
These findings support the study of Tom & Borin (1988) which revealed that cheating 
was related to one's perception of the severity of the behavior. Hardy (1982) also reported that 
students more likely chose to engage in academic dishonesty when the situation was "low-risk" 
and when the opportunity was presented as teachers carelessly left exams out unsupervised or 
when students were allowed to self grade their tests. Michaels & Maithe (1989) found that 60 
percent of the students surveyed indicated that the gains of cheating outweighed the risks.The 
study conducted by Uhlig & Howes (1967) which involved graduate and undergraduate 
students validated the studies by Hardy (1982) and Michaels & Maithe (1989). 
The Uhlig & Howes study indicated that in a given situation, a large percentage of 
college students took advantage of an opportunity to engage in academic dishonesty if the 
situation presented itself no matter what degree of external stress was involved. However, 
opportunities to engage in academic dishonesty which were situational in design were usually 
less frequent in upper-division courses and classroom settings which were smaller. 
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According to Peterson (1986), the increased amount of plagiarism by students is 
attributed to faculty members failure to preserve integrity in the classroom. In a university 
environment it is imperative that independent scholarship be stressed and students are provided 
with precise instructions as to how research papers should be written. Bowers (1964) indicated 
that often the increase of plagiarism is attributed to unclear rules and procedures. Jackson, 
Tway and Frager (1988) reported that plagiarism by students is a naive act and further 
suggested that the behavior is motivated when conditions are extremely competitive. Peterson 
(1986) concluded that not only is plagiarism a naive act but it is the result of ignorance rather 
than deceit. 
However, some students are not ignorant to the concepts of plagiarism but they 
succumb to the temptation due to to academic pressures. 
Sullivan (1984) reported that a basket ball player at the University of Virginia 
plagiarized a theme paper from another student in order to receive a passing grade for a class, 
when the case was adjudicated, the student attributed the behavior to the pressure of being able 
to remain eligible to play in the Final Four Basketball tournament. Hardy (1982) and Fagan 
(1984) both provided the following strategies faculty can utilize to reduce plagiarism: 
1. Place limits on the topic of selection. It is valuable to allow students the greatest 
possible latitude in the selection of topics but too much latitude increases the use of 
commercialization firms. 
2. Establish precise criteria for paper format and reject those that deviate. 
3. Give specific objectives for papers, establish precise criteria for grading. 
4. Have students turn in a tentative bibliography on a specific date early in the term 
indicating the location of all relevant sources in the library. 
5. Require students to hand in an outline of their term paper before they proceed to 
write it 
6. Do not allow students to change their topics late in the semester. 
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7. Do not permit photocopied papers, accept only originally typed manuscripts. 
8. Insist that students turn in all their notes and rough drafts in afile with the paper. 
While academic pressure may motivate students to plagiarize, other students have 
violated academic integrity through the procurement of research papers &om commercial firms. 
Students cited that commercial firms were necessary in order to fulfil the number of research 
papers required by professors (Connel, 1981). These commercial firms, aware of the pressures 
students encounter to write research papers, defended their practices as only assisting students 
in research purposes (Connel, 1981; Galles, 1987). 
When students enrolled at Iowa State University during the spring of 1983 were asked 
if they used research materials from a commercial firm, 57 percent indicated that they did not 
engage in this type of of dishonest behavior; 25 percent indicated that they perceived others 
purchasing research papers while 18 percent were not aware if their peers participated in this 
type of dishonesty (Brown, 1983). Mano & Keith (1987) indicated that commercial firms not 
only threatened academic integrity but also encouraged students to be deceitful in their academic 
careers. Attempts to close commercial firms by faculty howeverhave been unsuccessful due to 
their sophisticated operations as well as the burden of proof resting with the faculty member 
who must prove that a student actually purchased the paper submitted. In addition, faculty have 
been reluctant to report students who purchased papers because of the minimal sanctions given 
when students were found guilty. Galles (1987), Pagan (1982) and Hardy (1984) agreed that 
in order to reduce the procurement of papers, faculty should require serial submissions of 
references and rough drafts. In addition, papers should be assigned on current topics and oral 
presentations of the papers should be required which would minimize the worth of purchased 
papers. 
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Honor Codes/Peer Reporting 
Whether or not to report an incident of cheating can be a dilemma for students 
especially when honor codes are used to regulate academic dishonesty. Several institutions 
such as the U.S. Military Academy, Stanford University and the University of Virginia have 
used honor codes whereby students promised not to engage in academic dishonesty and agreed 
to report similar violations of others (Kibler et al., 1988). The use of honor codes in the 
classroom, however is not popular among students. It calls for the reporting of one's peers 
who are often friends. 
Students indicated that reporting another student was worse than cheating and they felt 
uncomfortable in confronting their classmates when they observed them cheating (Bamett & 
Dalton, 1981). Nuss (1984), found that only three percent of the students surveyed indicated 
that they would report someone for cheating while 43 percent indicated that they would ignore 
it Michaels and Maithe (1989) found that 40 percent of the students would not react positively 
or negatively if they learned that their closest friend cheated. Baird (1980), found that 40.5 
percent of the students surveyed would not be disturbed and would not report the incident if a 
friend cheated.Bamett and Dalton (1981), concluded from their studies that the apathy of 
students failing to report their peers actually resulted in the University of Florida and John 
Hopkins University reinstating the proctoring method rather than using the honor code system. 
Students according to Williams (1969) prefeired this method of preventing academic 
dishonesty because it placed the responsibility of preserving academic integrity with faculty or 
the designated authority. 
Both honor codes and proctoring methods have been used to reduce academic 
dishonesty in the classroom. However, the impact of how tests are administered have also been 
cited as an additional factor influencing academic dishonesty. 
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Tests and Administration 
In examining the impact of how the classroom environment impacted upon cheating in 
the classroom, Fisher (1970) surveyed elementary age students perceptions of cheating under 
various variations of classroom cheating. 
The first test was administered in a "Condition of Control". This means instructions 
were given for the test. The second is "Informative Appeal for Honesty Condition" where 
instructions are given for the test and students are asked to be honest in that their tests could 
help the teacher assess their techniques used for instruction. 
The third is a "Public Affirmation of Value Condition" process where the faculty 
discussed cheating with the students beforehand and asked students to state why they would 
not cheat. The fourth process is "Value-Relevant Threat of Punishment Condition" where 
students were told before the exam that if caught cheating, they would have to write a sentence 
50 times about cheating. Fifth is "Non-Value-Relevant Threat of Punishment Condition" where 
students were told the punishment for cheating would be to write repetitious numbers which 
was not necessarily related to instruction. Fisher (1970) found that all the aforementioned 
classroom situations were just as effective in preventing cheating in the classroom as were the 
two involving threats of punishment. Houser (1982) reported that using threats or coercion to 
prevent cheating should be done cautiously if it is to reduce the possible negative impact upon 
student's learning. Threats and coercion could provoke problem children to persist in their 
disruptive behavior or continue to engage in academic dishonesty. 
The design of tests has also been associated with academic dishonesty in the classroom. 
According to Mano and Keith (1987), teachers too often have relied upon multiple-choice and 
short answer test because these tests could be graded more easily and quickly. However, the 
design of these tests have encouraged students to cheat. Bowers (1964) and Monter (1971), 
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not only agreed that multiple-choice type tests increased cheating but felt that tests designed as 
true/false made cheating easier and the use of crib notes a dishonest reality for many students. 
Faculty should exercise care in preparing tests which are multiple-choice and short 
answer by design. Kibler et al. (1988) suggested that faculty using tests that are true/ false and 
multiple choice should construct a new test and use alternative test forms. These alternative test 
forms should be used periodically with each class when a major exam or weekly quiz is given. 
It was interesting to note that, according to Haines et al. (1986), students admitted to 
cheating on tests they viewed as less important such as quizzes and unit test because these tests 
were administered more ftequentiy and proctored less. Baird (1980) agreed and validated the 
work of Haines et al. by reporting that 42.5 percent of the students surveyed cheated more 
frequentiy on weekly quizzes, 28.5 percent cheated on unit tests while 27.5 percent cheated on 
mid-term and final exams.These percentages validated Baird's findings that tests which are 
viewed less important by students and are not proctored closely resulted in an increase of 
academic dishonesty. 
Although the design and type of test administered may have influenced students to 
cheat, the anxiety students encountered during test taking was also cited as a contributing factor 
which influenced academic dishonesty in the classroom. This factor was related to stress 
situations described by Uhlig and Howes (1967) and Hardy (1982). Students in a study by 
Pass (1986) indicated that exams which were perceived as difficult increased anxiety which 
encouraged students to cheat to avoid a failing grade. Bamett and Dalton (1981) also postulated 
that students with higher levels of anxiety cheated more while those with lesser amounts 
cheated less. However, Bronzaft, Stuart and Blum (1973) disagreed that test anxiety and 
academic dishonesty were associated with academic performance whereby anxious students 
resorted to cheating on tests. 
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Weber, McBride and Krebs (1983) offered ways to reduce the anxiety felt by students 
in test situations. They suggested that 1) faculty administer tests and grade assignments 
frequently; 2) provide students with study questions in advance from which questions for the 
test will be selected and 3) provide a review session prior to the examination. Singhal and 
Johnson (1983) offered suggestions for improving the classroom environment during testing 
situations. They are: 
1. Spread out students-if the classroom is not too small. However in instances where 
tests are taken in lecture halls,administer two different examinations and seat 
students alternate the exams distributed. 
2. Proctor examinations closely- instructors should be present during the time the 
exam is given and should not leave the room at any time. Also, faculty should 
check for materials placed on the floor and etchings in the desk. 
3. Allow no student communications-Once the exam has started students should not be 
allowed to ask questions of the teacher. The asking of questions may give hints to 
answers and distract students. 
4. Examination pick-up- Test papers should be left "insitu" when students leave the 
room. The instructor should pick up the test answer sheets in the sequence of rows. 
This prevents students from switching papers and leaves a record of a student's 
"neighbors" in case wandering eyes are suspected. 
5. Packaging of examinations-Answer sheets should be bound or stapled with all 
needed scratch paper prior to passing them to students. 
6. Student Identifications- Students should be asked to bring identiHcation to 
examinations and display them. Teachers can check to see that students have not 
asked other students to take exams for them. 
The environment of the classroom has many factors which may encourage academic 
dishonesty. Specifîcally, the overcrowding of lecture halls in courses which are introductory 
increases copying due to the anonymity the setting provides. However, the anonymity of 
lecture halls is not exclusive in contributing to academic dishonesty in the classroom. There are 
other significant factors such as the failure of faculty to monitor closely research that has been 
plagiarized and the creation of situations in the administering of tests that encourage cheating. 
All are significant and must be considered in attempts to reduce cheating incidents. 
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Technology and Academic Dishonesty 
Technological advances in society have improved the educational process including the 
methods of teaching and learning within the classroom. The computer is just one example of 
our technological advancement which has had a positive impact in education. The ethics of the 
misuse of the computer however is an evergrowing concern of institutions as more and more 
institutions struggle with ways to prevent academic dishonesty through intentional or non-
intentional viruses. 
Because this technological phenomenon and its educational implications are still 
relatively new, the research relating to academic dishonesty and computers is very limited and 
the methods used by individual faculty members to prevent academic dishonesty are not widely 
shared in that students who are technologically skilled with computers may use the information 
to "beat the system" (Pavella, 1988). Oldeholt (1990), in a presentation to engineering faculty 
at Iowa State, reported that computer ethics is a major concern of colleges and universities due 
to the massive amounts of data collected and stored as well as the easy movement of such data 
from one context to another. The ability to move data around is usually the factor which 
contributes to cheating using the computer. Students also have been known to use other 
students' programs as their own due to the accessibility and advantages of word processing. 
In order to reduce academic dishonesty through the use of computers, Kibler et al. 
(1988) suggested that removable discs should be stored in locked cabinets and if mainframe or 
multiuser systems are utilized, passwords should be used and changed frequently. These 
precautions prohibit unauthorized persons from illegally accessing a program. In addition, 
encryptographic programs are available to scramble the data files so that research and otiier 
information are unreadable. Johnson(198S) also suggested that individuals must be educated in 
exercising ethical responsibility concerning computer use in public and educational settings. 
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This is a growing concern and a necessity as more institutions become dependent upon the 
delivery of information and the creation of new learnings. 
Demographics and Academic Dishonesty 
Some of the literature reviewed provided evidence that there may be a relationship 
between some demographic factors and academic dishonesty. Some of the factors include 
gender, socio-economic status and work ethic as well as moral and religious stage 
development 
With regard to gender, Baird (1980) found that it accounted for considerable variances 
in the amount and type of academic dishonesty. Males were found to cheat more and felt less 
guilty about it Brandis (1986) believed that the reasons males cheated more than females is that 
by the time of college entrance, males have become more motivated to succeed academically 
and took greater risks to cheat. When gender differences were measured in situations of 
temptations and perceived failure, the results revealed that women were more dishonest than 
were men. David (1967) using a more precise measure, found when gender was compared to 
ego strength as measured by Barron's Ego Strength Scale; no gender differences resulted. 
Using another measure the Tennessee Self Concept Survey (TSCS), Ward (1986) focused on 
the inter-relationships between self esteem, gender and dishonest behavior. A significant 
percentage of men in high self esteem were dishonest whereas a significant percentage of 
women in low self esteem were dishonest Such results indicated that gender is probably not a 
factor in academic dishonesty and that situation being favorable or "low-risk" may be more of a 
contributing factor than gender. 
While the perceptions of academic dishonesty differ between genders, empirical 
evidence has not determined whether ethnicity is related to one's perceptions of academic 
dishonesty. However, studies concerning the psycological development of African-American-
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students (Cross, 1978) and the social and academic environment African-American students 
encounter at historically White institutions may impact upon the perceptions African-American 
students perceive academic dishonesty. 
Since the mid-thirties, the literature focused upon the relationship of student's socio­
economic background and academic dishonesty. Within that period, there have been references 
also to work ethic. Using the Survey of Work Values (SWV), Eisenberg and Shark (1985) 
asked subjects to solve an unsolvable anagram which was to determine if students with a 
higher work ethic practiced academic dishonesty more than those with a lower work ethic. The 
results showed that students who did not have a high work ethic were students who did not 
have a generally persistent attitude enabling them to sustain their performance in achieving 
difficult goals. 
Associated with the student's work ethic is the factor of economic support which is 
reported to influence students in academic dishonest behaviors. Parr (1936) asked students to 
indicate their economic position from the following areas: 1) Entirely Self Supporting 2) 
Partially Self Supporting or 3) Non-Self Supporting. The results showed that 53 percent of the 
students who were totally self-supporting were dishonest as compared to 34 percent who 
categorized themselves as non-self supporting. Of those students who were partially self-
supporting, forty-five percent were dishonest. These results according to Parr contradicted the 
popular belief that students who were enterprising enough to work their way through college 
were outstanding in most of their character traits. However, Haines et al. (1986) reported that 
students who were not self-supporting, practiced academic dishonesty more, due to their 
reliance on parental financial support. Therefore, it appears that there is no consistent research 
that reveals a student who is self-supporting or non-self supporting is related to academic 
dishonesty (Stevens and Stevens, 1987). 
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Additional factors such as the vocation of parents, size of family and size of hometown 
have also been studied as they relate to academic dishonesty. Parr (1936) found that 30 percent 
of the students representing families with professional backgrounds were dishonest as 
compared to 64 percent of students who originated from families of laborers. 
With regard to location, Bonjean and McGee (1965) found that a rural background was not 
associated with cheating and that students from urban areas were more likely to cheat than their 
rural counterparts.However, Parr (1936) found similar findings to those of Bonjean and 
McGee in that 71 percent of those who cheated were from urban areas. 
Developmental Theories and Academic Dishonesty 
Since academic dishonesty involves values and moral judgements, the moral 
development theory of Kohlberg is worth examining in relation to academic dishonesty. As a 
developmental theory it offers a model of reasoning about ethical and moral dilemmas 
involving academic dishonesty 
The six stages of Kohlberg's theory are divided into three levels as: Pre-Conventional 
(Level One); Conventional (Level 2); and Post- Conventional (Level 3). (Kohlberg, 1975). 
Those individuals rated at the Pre-Conventional Level are described as adhering to rules backed 
by punishment and obeying norms for one's own sake. In addition, these persons only acted 
morally to avoid punishment and when it was in their own interest. Individuals characterized 
by the Conventional stage, had mutual interpersonal expectations, relationships, and 
interpersonal conformity. These individuals saw the need to be a good person in one's own 
eyesight and in the eyesight of others. Additionally they desired to maintain rules and authority 
which supported conventional behavior. Those individuals who were described at Level 3 or 
Post-Conventional were aware that people held a variety of values and rules are relative to their 
group. These individuals also had a sense of obligation to the law because of their social 
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contract to make and abide by laws for the welfare of all and for the protection of all people's 
rights (Hersch, 1979). 
While Kohlberg's theory suggests that students moral development is sequential, it did 
not indicate that as person's move to higher levels of moral judgement they will exercise 
positive moral behavior. Although Kohlberg asserted that moral judgement is necessary in 
order for moral behavior or action to occur Rest (1979) cited that moral judgement played a 
limited role in determining one's moral action or behavior. However, Boyce and Jensen (1978 
p. 119) provided the following generalizations pertinent to the debate whether moral judgement 
produces postive moral behavior. They state: 
a. Persons operating at higher stages of moral judgement tended to act with greater 
consistency in their judgements. 
b. There is a relationship between moral judgements, beliefs, values, and behavior; 
c. Changes through persuasion or verbal interaction can influence behavior ; and 
d. The stage of the message is important in determining the amount of behavioral 
change tiiat occurs. 
These generalizations have provided some agreement between theorist and researchers 
of the influence of moral judgement and moral action. In addition, these generalizations also 
provided a framework for comprehending if moral judgement influenced one to engage in 
academic dishonesty in the classroom. 
As Hersch (1979) attempted to apply Kohlberg's stages to academic dishonesty he 
found students who cheated more were classified at the Pre-Conventional stage (Level 1) and 
those who engaged in academic dishonesty less were ranked at the Post-Conventional stage 
(Level 3). These findings validated Kohlberg's theory that individuals at the Pre-Conventional 
stage cheated for self gains, disregarding rules, values, and authority while those students who 
ranked at the Pre-Conventional stage (Level 3) cheated less due to the influence of rules, values 
and authority. 
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In determining whether moral judgement resulted in moral behavior, Bowers (1964) 
found that students who used moral judgement disapproved of academic dishonesty and further 
asserted that personal integrity and self-respect should prevent one from cheating. Kohlberg 
(1971) agreed and hypothesized one's moral judgement was due to situational factors rather 
than the values they espoused. Therefore, in classroom situations where there is a high risk of 
detection, students were less likely to cheat but when the detection was low, cheating was most 
likely to occur. 
Hersh et al. (1979) agreed that situational factors may influence academic dishonesty 
and that assessing obvious choices between right and wrong such as cheating could not always 
be generalized. They emphasized rather that one's particular setting played an important role in 
promoting consistency between moral judgement and moral action. However it should be noted 
that Kohlberg reported that some students who had the opportunity to cheat did not and 
attributed this behavior to their reasoning at a higher level of moral judgement. In other words, 
the level of judgement was likely influenced by situational factors in the case of academic 
dishonesty. Houston (1983) and Peterson (1986) agreed and further postulated that when 
moral dilemmas were discussed by teachers, positive moral judgement increased which 
reduced academic dishonesty in the classroom. 
Leming (1978) further examined moral action and its relationship to situational 
characteristics on a scale as situation-specific under high-threat-high supervision and low-
threat-low supervision. The Rest's Defining Issues Test (RDIT) was used to ascertain the 
results. The findings revealed that those subjects in low-threat—low supervision and subjects 
high in moral development were just as likely to cheat as subjects low in moral development. 
Although Houser (1982) reported that threats can be negative, Haines et al. (1986) asserted 
when faculty delivered punitive threats, academic dishonesty decreased significantiy rather than 
the use of moral appeal to discourage dishonest behaviors. 
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Parental discipline was seen as a factor in the development of moral behavior and the 
influence toward action.Vitro (1971) utilized the variable of classroom dishonesty as a criterion 
of moral behavior in order to determine if a relationship existed between one's cheating 
propensity and the subject's perceptions of parental disciplinary methods. The results of 
Vitro's study revealed that students who were identified as cheaters, received extreme 
punishment from fathers while no-cheaters reported moderate disciplinary methods used by 
their fathers. 
Consequently, these results indicated that children who cheated less or did not cheat at 
all internalized moral values which resulted in academic integrity especially if the degree of 
punishment was not extreme. In addition to Kohlberg's moral development theory, Fowler's 
Faith Development Theory offered a model for understanding academic dishonest behavior. 
Fowler's theory is based on the stages of faith which are categorized as 0) Pre-stage 
faith; 1) Intuitive-projective faith; 2) Mythic-literal faith; 3) Synthetic-conventional faith; 4) 
Individuative-reflective faith; 5) Conjunctive faith and 6) Universalizing faith. Individuals 
ranked at the Pre-stage faith have a undifferentiated faith and this is where the emergence of 
trust begins. The age level is usually birth-two years of age. Intuitive-projective faith occurs 
from two-six years of age and is characterized when the child uses life experiences to describe 
God and experiences the unknown or the spiritual. Mythic-Literal faith is characterized as the 
person's ability to understand the Bible literally and is in awe of the mythic nature of the 
symbols of the church. The child may experience this stage around ten years of age. Synthetic-
conventional faith is described as when the individual begins to interpret life through others 
with whom the individual relates and trusts. It is during this stage that the individual begins to 
take into account how others feel and God is viewed as a significant other. Individuative-
reflective faith is described as the individual taking an analytical and practical problem-solving 
type of approach to everything. During this stage, individuals usually drop out of church 
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because they fail to see the church responding to the needs of the world. Conjunctive faith is 
described when the individual accepts as axiomatic that truth is more multidimensional and 
organically interdependent than any one theory or account can contain. Therefore, individuals 
are open to many religious faiths in their quest for the truth. The last stage of Fowler's faith 
development is described as Universalizing Faith. During this stage, individuals live their lives 
by their own principals that transcends all organized religions. 
These stages are not hierarchal as moral development theory but match the stages of 
Kohlberg and provide a paredigm for understanding the style of faith and to make some 
assumptions as to behaviors and actions. 
Although moral development and academic dishonesty have been substantiated 
empirically, Fowler's faith development theory has not. However, the findings by Tolbert 
(1990) could be associated with some stages of Fowler's theory. In surveying African-
American students and their perceptions of their participation in organized religion, the majority 
of African-American students indicated that religion had a major impact in their lives by their 
participation in reading the Bible (73%) praying (62%), and attending church (75%). These 
activities could be categorized as Mythic-literal faith and Individuative - reflective faith. 
However, both moral development and faith development theories have implications explaining 
differences in student's behaviors and in their perceptions of wrongdoings. 
Adjudication 
Although many institutions have implemented proactive measures to prevent academic 
dishonesty from occurring, it is imperative that student disciplinary staff design specific and 
clear adjudication procedures for students accused of engaging in academic dishonesty. 
However, prior to the design and implementation of such procedures, the institution must 
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determine whether academic dishonesty cases will be classified as disciplinary or an academic 
offense. 
According to Pake (1985) and Roberts (1986), academic dishonesty cases which are 
categorized as purely "academic" are usually resolved as a normal process of academic 
evaluation. This has been validated by the decision of the courts that they are unable to judge 
purely "academic" matters. However, this does pose a concern if the student challenges the 
sanction administered by the faculty member and the case is adjudicated by the civil courts. It is 
in this situation whereby the courts may consider the classification decision of the public 
university,but base final determinations upon the type of fact-finding necessary to resolve the 
dispute. Therefore, it is probable that a court adjudicating an academic dishonesty case will 
define the case as a disciplinary one rather than academic whereby the procedural safeguards 
are stricter. According to Kibler et al. (1989) " academic dishonesty should be regarded as 
being an offense which is disciplinary in nature although its control is essential to the academic 
enterprise and to the academic administration" (p.37). 
The judicial courts have recognized the aforementioned relationship and provided a 
"fi*amework for examining the disciplinary offense/academic judgement in the decision of U.S. 
Supreme Court v. Horowitz. The following key distinctions were made to determine if 
academic dishonesty cases would be classified as disciplinary or academic. These are: 
a. An academic evaluation is by its nature more subjective and evaluative than typical 
factual questions encountered in the average disciplinary decision and... 
b. Disciplina^ proceedings bring an adversarial flavor to the normal student teacher 
relationship. (p.90.) 
Rutherford and Olswang (1981) reported that while the Board of Curators of the 
University of Missouri v Horowitz recognized that the courts were ill-equipped to evaluate 
academic performance, matters involving academic judgement did not afford due process for 
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students. However, the courts in this case did establish clear criteria in distinguishing between 
student actions falling within scholastic evaluation and disciplinary misconduct 
Therefore, when disciplinary issues involved the determination of questions of fact (i.e, 
whether a student cheated on an exam) as opposed to the scholastic evaluation (i.e., whether 
the student passed or failed a course) the case should be categorized as disciplinary and due 
process afforded. To understand why institutions must afford due process to the students, a 
review of the evolution of student's rights is worth examining. 
According to Hardy & Burch (1987), the former relationship between students and 
professors was that of "in loco parentis". This doctrine ascribed that professors "stood in the 
place of the parent" and had the same rights to regulate the behavior of the student as the parent 
which extended in the area of discipline. Therefore, faculty determined sanctions solely due to 
their belief that academic dishonesty was an academic offense whereby they had the authority 
to reprimand students students (Rutherford & Olswang 1981). However in recent years, the 
legal status of students underwent major changes which resulted in new policies how academic 
dishonesty cases were to be adjudicated. 
The decision of Dixon vs. Alabama State Board of education provided students with 
due process in the event they were accused of engaging in academic dishonesty. Due process in 
this context ensured that the university must inform the student of the charges and provide the 
student an opportunity to explain the behavior (Roberts, 1986, Mancillias & Sisson, 1987). In 
addition, this ruling affirmed that students were entitied to due process because they have 
properly status in their own right by attending tax supported institutions of higher learning. To 
ensure due process for students accused of engaging in academic dishonesty. Hardy and Burch 
(1987) and Pavella (1986) both reported that the following are requirements: 
1. The student should be given adequate notice in writing of the specific ground or 
grounds and the nature of the evidence on which the discipline proceedings are 
based. 
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2. The student should be given an opportunity for a hearing in which the disciplinary 
authority provides a fair opportunity for hearing the student's position, explanation 
or evidence. 
3. Assurance that no penalty will be assigned against his/her until after the fact finder 
determines the allegations are true. 
These procedures not only protect the student but also the faculty member from 
possible threat of litigation and the risk of liability. Consequentiy, it is not recommended that 
faculty attempt to resolve academic dishonesty cases themselves especially if sanctions of 
suspension or expulsion are involved (Maudsley & Permuth, 1986; Kibler et al. 1988). 
Since academic dishonesty cases are not similar to trial-type discipline cases, the design 
of such hearings is to obtain certain facts and produce a just outcome. To achieve this primary 
purpose, many campuses have adopted hearing procedures which are investigative in nature. 
These hearings allow members of the investigative panal to examine the case beforehand, and 
question witnesses at the hearing (Pavella, 1983). According to Bowers (1964), the majority of 
investigative boards are comprised of faculty and students in order to ensure fairness of the 
accused. 
As reported earlier, the purpose of the investigative board is to obtain certain facts and 
produce a "just" outcome. Therefore, the procedures used are quite different than those used in 
the civil courts. The most obvious difference is the manner questions are posed to the accused 
and witnesses. Those who wish to ask questions must address the investigative board and the 
board in turn will address the individual with the question. In the event a student is represented 
by legal counsel, the same principal is applied which limits counsel in the matter of cross 
examination. Casper (1972) indicated that the investigatory model for due process hearings 
have the advantages of promoting discussions and dialogue between the accused student and 
the hearing panel. Such interaction is designed to create a different atmosphere from those 
found in the criminal courts (p. 18). 
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In the event a student is found guilty, the penalties which are imposed should have 
deterrent value and must be proportionate to the offense. Bowers (1964) reported that academic 
dishonesty culprits revealed lenient sanctions with fewer than a quarter of colleges surveyed 
suspending or expelling students. 
As academic dishonesty increases, so do attempts to understand the reasons for the 
behavior and the methods to reduce it's occurrence. The literature reveals some pertinent 
information about how academic dishonesty is defined, reasons students engage in academic 
dishonesty, environment, honorcodes/peer reporting, design of test and how they are 
administered and certain demographic variables. However, this study attempts to extend the 
data base by examining the factors of ethnicity and one's participation in religious activities in 
relation to academic dishonesty. 
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CHAPTER m 
METHDOLOGY 
The purpose of this study was to examine undergraduate student perceptions of the 
nature of academic dishonesty, the frequency of dishonest acts, and the possible justification of 
dishonest behaviors. Four specific purposes in relation to these variables were: 1) to ascertain 
the perceptions of Iowa State University students as a whole; 2) To investigate if differences 
exist among African-American and White students ; (3) to investigate if differences exist among 
students with different levels of participation in religious activities and; (4) to asceratin if there 
are interactions between ethnicity and level of religious participation. 
Selection of the Sample 
The population selected to participate in this study were Afncan-American and White 
students residing in the residence halls at Iowa State University during the spring semester of 
1991. The residence halls are organized geographically into three autonomous student 
associations: The Towers Residence Association (TRA), the Richardson Court Association 
(RCA), and the Union Drive Association(UDA). 
Each association is further organized into smaller living groups called houses. These 
houses of 55 to 75 members are the foundation of ISU's residence hall program. Members of 
the houses elect their own officers and the individual's educational experience is augmented by 
active participation in the total house program. (ISU General Catalog, p. 17) The total 
population included 7482 subjects which comprised all associations. The total population of 
African-American students( 267) were chosen to participate in the study. The sample of White 
students (267) was chosen by systematic random sampling. The random sample of White 
students was drawn by the ISU Registrar's Office. A program was written instructing the 
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computer to randomly select every fifth name beginning with a random seed less than 5 to 
derive at a sample size of 267. 
A program instructing the computer to select all African-Americans residing in the halls 
was written to obtain thé total population of African-American students residing in the 
residence halls. All subjects who participated in the study were in the residence halls at Iowa 
State University. 
Description of the Sample 
A final response rate of 60 percent was attained. This consisted of 161 African-
American students and 161 White students. 
The demographic characteristics selected in this study were college affiliation, 
classification (year in school), gender, grade point average, degree aspirations, and size of 
hometown (Table 1). The largest percentage of respondents were from the College of Liberal 
Arts & Sciences (44 percent) while the smallest percentage of respondents were from the 
College of Agriculture (6.8 percent). About 20 percent of Afncan-American and White students 
were enrolled in the College of Business (15.5 percent and 18.6 percent respectively). 
Freshmen students comprised the greater number of the survey participants (38.5 
percent) while sophomores were slightly lower with a percentage of 36.6 percent. Among 
African-Americans, 31.7 percent were freshmen while among White Americans 45.3 percent 
were freshmen. Thirty-four percent of the White Americans were sophomores while 39.1 
percent Afncan-Americans were sophomores. 
The greater number of ISU students surveyed in this study were mainly from cities 
ranging from 100,001 to 500,000 (37,3 percent) while five respondents were from suburbs of 
a large city (1.6 percent). 
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The greater number of White students were from hometowns with populations ranging 
from 30,0001 to 100,000 (23.6 percent) while the greater number of African-Americans 
(57.1%) were from hometowns ranging from 10,001 to 500,000. 
The greater number of ISU respondents reported that their parents had earned the 
bacculareate degree (40.1 percent) while 1.9 percent of the students reported that their parents 
earned the Ph.D. or a professional degree. 
Among African-American students 37.9 percent indicated that their parents had earned 
an Associate's Degree while among White students 42.2 percent indicated that their parents had 
earned the bacculareate degree 
With respect to gender, females comprised the majority of the population surveyed 
(51.9 percent). However, White males comprised the largest respondents for the White 
population (51.6 percent) while African-American females were the largest respondents 55.3 
percent among the African-American population. Concerning student status, 86.6 percent 
reported that Iowa State was the first institution they had attended while 13.4 percent reported 
that they were transfer students. 
When respondents were asked their degree aspirations; 38.5 percent indicated that they 
would only complete the baccaulareate. Among African-Americans 73.9 percent indicated they 
would pursue an advanced degree while among White students 48.4 percent indicated they 
would complete an advanced degree. 
The highest percentage of the respondents had a cumulative grade point average 
between 2.00 and 2.25. The mean grade point average for African-Americans was 2.36 with a 
standard deviation of.504 while the mean grade point average for White students range was 
between 2.68 a standard deviation of.612 (Table 1). 
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Table 1. Selected demographics of Afiican-American and White students 
Aftican-American White 
Characteristic (n= =161) (n=161) 
N % N % 
College affiliation 
Agriculture 8 5.0 14 8.7 
Design 16 9.9 20 12.4 
Family & Consumer Sciences 5 3.1 14 8.7 
Business 25 15.5 30 18.6 
Engineering 9 5.6 9 5.6 
Liberal Arts & Sciences 77 47.8 65 40.4 
Education 21 13.0 9 5.6 
Classification 
Freshmen 51 31.7 73 45.3 
Sophomores 63 39.1 55 34.2 
Juniors 34 21.1 20 12.4 
Seniors 13 8.1 13 8.1 
Hometown 
Rural farm, open country 3 1.9 27 16.8 
Under 2,000 1 .6 24 14.9 
2,001 to 10,000 5 3.1 21 13.0 
10,001 to 30,000 14 8.7 17 10.6 
30,001 to 100,000 12 7.5 38 23.6 
100,000 to 500,000 92 57.1 28 17.4 
Suburb of a large city of 500,000 5 3.1 6 3.7 
Parent's Education 
Non-high school 6 3.7 3 1.9 
High school graduate 30 18.6 38 23.6 
Attended some college 34 21.1 23 14.3 
Associate degree 21 13.0 16 9.9 
BA BS degree 61 37.9 68 42.2 
MA MS degree 9 5.6 7 4.3 
PhD professional 0 0.0 6 3.7 
Gender 
Male 72 44.7 83 51.6 
Female 89 55.3 78 48.4 
Table 1. (Continued) 
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Aftican-American White 
Characteristic N=161 % N=161 % 
Student status 
Transfer 22 13.7 21 13.0 
ISU first university 139 86.3 140 87.0 
Degree aspirations 
Do not intend to complete 
BA degree 1 .6 3 1.9 
Baccalaureate degree only 41 25.5 83 51.6 
Master's degree 66 41.0 50 31.1 
PhD or professional degree 53 32.9 25 15.5 
Cumulative grade point average 
3.75 to 4.00 2 1.2 8 5.0 
3.50 to 3.74 2 1.2 8 5.0 
3.25 to 3.49 7 4.3 13 8.1 
3.00 to 3.24 8 5.0 25 15.5 
2.75 to 2.99 18 11.1 19 11.7 
2.50 to 2.74 29 18.0 23 14.3 
2.25 to 2.49 41 25.5 18 11.2 
2.00 to 2.24 33 20.5 22 13.7 
1.75 to 1.99 9 5.6 8 5.0 
1.74 or below 12 7.6 17 10.6 
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Survey Instrument 
The survey used during the 1991 study was a combination of questions from a 
previously used questionnaire as well as some developed by the researcher.The instrument 
used in the 1991 study consisted of 39 Likert-type response items and eight multiple choice 
items. 
The survey questions focused on students' perceived frequency of others engaging in 
cheating on the definitions of cheating behaviors, as well as on students' perceptions of when 
is cheating justified. The instrument used in the Bamett & Dalton(1980) and Brown (1983) 
studies was designed to assess students' perceptions of academic dishonesty. The instrument 
focused on how these students' perceptions related to attitudes about sanctions for individuals 
who engaged in academic dishonesty, attitudes toward the observation of the cheating act and 
definitions of cheating behaviors. The instrument also yielded data on perceptions of academic 
dishonesty as related to selected demographic characteristics. 
For this study, the researcher modified the Bamett & Dalton (1980) instrument to 
ascertain student's perceptions of when cheating is justified and the perceived frequency of 
students at ISU engaging in cheating. Additionally, the instrument for this study included items 
to ascertain African-American and White students degree of participation in religious activities. 
The researcher chose to use items from Tolbert's (1990) instrument to obtain student's 
perceptions of religious participation. 
The instrument consisted of 39 Likert-type response items and eight multiple choice 
items. The items yielded data on students' perceptions of academic dishonesty, when cheating 
is justified, student's perceptions of the frequency of academic dishonest acts occurring, the 
perceptions regarding definitions of academic dishonesty and the degree of participation in 
religious activities and its affect on the perceptions of academic dishonesty. 
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Demographic information was obtained regarding college affiliation, classification (year in 
school), gender, ethnicity, cumulative grade point average, degree aspirations, size of 
hometown and parent's educational level. The survey instrument and cover letter are found in 
Appendix A. 
Procedures 
The instrument was piloted with fifteen students in the residence halls and based upon 
their commments appropriate changes were made. The questionnaire was reviewed by two 
members of the researchers committee within the Department of Professional Studies. 
Copies of the survey instrument and cover letter were submitted to the ISU Human 
Research Committee for approval (Appendix A). The process ensured the anonymity of all 
students in the population. 
To ensure that a response as high as possible was forthcoming, the researcher contacted 
students personally rather than distribute the questionnaire by mail partially because the study 
was being conducted at the end of the academic year. During each visit, the researcher 
explained the purpose of the study, requested participation and guaranteed anonymity. 
The researcher developed the religious involvement variable by adding the scores for 
the four questions concerning religious participation and examining the frequency distribution 
for the sum. The total possible score range was 4 to 16 and the actual range was 4 to 16. 
Reliability of the religious involvement variable was computed using Cronbach's alpha 
coefficient. It was found to be .8035. 
Following the examination of the frequency distribution, cut off scores were identified 
which divided the distribution in such a way that the roughly a third of subjects were in each 
religious involvement category: low (4 through 7) ; medium (8 through 10) or high (11 through 
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16). An examination of tiie distribution of numbers in African-American and White students 
separately revealed that about 25 to 40 percent of each group was represented at each level 
(Table 2). 
Treatment of the Data 
NviU Hypothesis 
The following hypotheses were developed for this study: 
1 ) In terms of behaviors that are considered to be dishonest: 
a. There will be no significant differences between African-American and White 
American students perceptions. 
b. There will be no signifîcant differences in the perceptions of students with 
varying levels of participation in religious activities (low, medium, and high). 
c. There will not be an interaction between ethnicity (African-American vs.White 
American) and levels of religious participation (low, medium, and high). 
2. In terms of the perceived frequency of academic dishonesty by 
others: 
a) There will be no significant differences between African-American and White 
students. 
b) There will be no significant difference in the perceptions of students with 
varying levels of participation in religious activities (low, medium and hi^). 
c) There will not be an interaction between ethnicity (African-American vs. White 
students) and levels of religious participation (low, medium, and high). 
3. In terms of when cheating is justified: 
a) There will be no significant differences between African-American and White 
American students. 
b) There will be no significant differences in the perceptions of students with 
different levels of reUgous participation (low, me<6um, and high). 
c) There will not be an interaction between ethnicity (African-American vs White 
students) and religious involvement (low, medium, and high). 
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Table 2. Descriptive statistic describing subjects in each religious 
involvement category 
Religious'' 
Group® 
AA WA Total 
Involvement N % N % N % 
Low 51 31.7 66 41 117 36.3 
Medium 52 32.3 56 34.8 108 33.5 
High 58 36.0 39 24.2 22 30.1 
322 100 
^African American, White American 
•'Religious involvement = Low, Medium, High 
The analysis of the data was done by using the SPSSX statistical package (Statistical 
Package for Social Sciences-X) computer program using subprograms frequencies, sort and 
split file which produced the descriptive statistics used to examine the overall responses of the 
subjects. 
The sort and split file commands were used to reorder the cases in the data set and split 
the file by ethnicity in order to perform separate analysis on African-American and White 
students, as well as to split the file by religious level. The data were analyzed using 
frequencies, percentages and two-way ANOVAs. Alpha was set at.05 for all comparisons 
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CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS 
The overall purpose of this study was to examine undergraduate student perceptions of 
the nature of academic dishonesty, the frequency of dishonest acts, and the possible 
justifications of dishonest behaviors. Four specific purposes in relation to these variables were: 
(1) to ascertain the perceptions of Iowa State University students as a whole, (2) to investigate 
if differences existed between African-American and White students, (3) to investigate if 
differences exist among students with different levels of participation in religious activities, and 
(4) to ascertain if there are interactions between ethnicity and level of religious participation. 
Data were collected in the ISU residence halls during the spring semester 1991. The total 
sample size consisted of 322 students. 
The data were analyzed by using frequencies, sort and split file commands and 
ANOVA. The results of these procedures are presented under the following headings: (1) 
Behaviors/actions which are considered to be cheating, (2) Perceptions of the perceived amount 
of academic dishonesty at ISU, and (3) When is cheating justified. 
Perceptions of Behaviors Which are Considered to be Cheating 
The first research question (la) in this section was "What are the perceptions of ISU 
students in general?" 
Students responded to fifteen statements which described acts of academic dishonesty. 
Results are shown in Table 3. Students were asked to respond to the fifteen statements on the 
following scale: 1= Definitely not cheating; 2= Probably not cheating; 3=Probably is cheating; 
4= Definitely is cheating. Iowa State students on average reported that all of the the following 
statements were cheating or probably cheating. 
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Table 3. Descriptive statistics of survey items addressing behaviors 
considered to be cheating by ISU Students' 
_ 
Statement Definitelv Cheating 
Taking an exam for another student 
Copying from someone's exam paper 
without his/her knowledge 
Arranging with other students to give or receive 
answers by signals during an exam 
Using unauthorized notes during an exam 
Giving answers to other students during 
an exam 
Turning in a paper that one has purchased 
from a commercial research firm 
Turning in a paper that has been written 
entirely or in part by another student 
Bringing into an exam prepared answers 
or notes on a disc 
Arranging to sit next to someone in order to 
copy from his/her paper 
Turning in another student's computer 
program as his/her own 
Illegally accessing a computer program or data 
Copying a few sentences of material from a 
source without footnoting it in the paper 
Mb 
SD* 
3.680 
.860 
84.5% 
3.655 
.833 
81.7% 
3.602 
.852 
77.3% 
3.581 
.855 
75.2% 
3.543 
.895 
73.3% 
3.540 
.834 
71.1% 
3.509 
.847 
67.7% 
3.472 
.876 
66.5% 
3.453 
.882 
64.9% 
3.441 
.885 
63.0% 
3.373 
.878 
58.1% 
3.025 
.913 
35.4% 
'Scale: 1 = Definitely not cheating, 2 = Probably/not cheating, 3 = Probably is cheating, 
4 = Definitely cheating 
bMean 
"Standard Deviation 
47 
Table 3. (Continued) 
% 
Statement Definitely Cheating 
Getting answers about an exam from 2.898 32.9% 
someone who has already taken it SD® .979 
Adding a few items to a bibliography that 3.009 32.3% 
.856 
Working together homework assignment 2.776 25.8% 
when the instructor does not allow it 
The statements which were perceived as definitely cheating (based on a average 
response of 3.5 to 4.0) are as follows: 
1) Taking an exam for another student 
2) Copying from someone's exam paper without his/her knowledge 
3) Arranging to with other students to give or receive answers by signals during an exam. 
4) Using unauthorized notes during an exam 
5) Giving answers to other students during an exam 
6) Turning in a paper that one has purchased from a commercial firm 
7) Turning in a paper that has been written entirely or in part by another student 
The statements which were perceived as probably cheating (based on an average of 2.5 
to 3:49) are as follows: 
1) Bringing into an exam prepared answers or notes on a disc 
2) Arranging to sit next to someone in order to copy from his/her paper 
3) Turning in another student's computer program as his/her own 
4) Illegally accessing a computer program 
5) Copying a few sentences of material from a source without footnoting it in the paper 
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6) Getting answers about an exam from someone who has already taken it 
7) Adding a few items to a bibliography that were not used in writing a paper 
8) Working with students on a homework assignment when the instructor does not allow it 
(Table 3). 
It is interesting to note that for statements 5 through 8 in the list above, only about 25 to 
35 percent of students believed the actions to be definite examples of cheating. 
Research Questions two through four in this section (Ib-ld)were addressed in the 
following null hypotheses: 
Null Hypotheses One: There will be no significant differences between 
African-American and White students in their perceptions of action/behaviors 
which considered to be dishonest. 
Each statement was tested using a Two-Way Analysis of Variance. The fifteen complete 
ANOVA tables and statistics for all cells are in Appendix B. Results of comparisons between 
Afncan-American and White students are shown in Table 4. 
As can be seen, there were no significant differences between African-American and 
White students in the perceptions of actions/behaviors which were considered to be dishonest. 
Therefore, tiie null hypotheses was not rejected for any statement. 
NULL HYPOTHESES TWO: There will be no significant difference in the 
perceptions of students with varying levels of participation in religious 
activities (Low, Medium and High) when asked which actions/behaviors might 
be considered to be dishonest. 
Again, each of the fifteen statements was tested using a Two-Way Analysis of 
Variance. The fifteen complete Anova tables and statistics for all cells are in Appendix B. 
Table 4. Descriptive statistics of survey items addressing behaviors considered to be cheating by Afirican-
American and White students* 
STATEMENT 
Groupé 
AA WA 
fN=16n fN=16n 
F-
Value 
F-
Prob. 
Taking an exam for another student M= 
SDd 
3.702 
.797 
3.658 
.874 
.126 .723 
Copying from someones exam paper without 
his/her knowledge 
3.623 
.802 
3.367 
.865 
.202 .654 
Arranging with other students to give or receive 
answers by signals during an exam 
3.640 
.841 
3.565 
.864 
.534 .466 
Using unauthorized notes during an exam 3.646 
.809 
3.516 
.895 
1.382 .241 
Giving answers to other students during an exam 3.609 
.800 
3.478 
.943 
1.494 .222 
Turning in a paper that has been written entirely or in 
part by another student 
3.547 
.798 
3.472 
.895 
.501 .479 
Bringing into an exam prepared answers or notes on a disc 3.509 
.860 
3.435 
.893 
.414 .521 
»Scale: 1 = Definitely not cheating, 2 = Probably/not cheating; 3 = Probably is cheating, 4=Definitely cheating 
Xhoup: AA=Afiican-Atnericans, WA: White Americans 
®M=Mean 
%D = Standard Deviation 
Table 4. (Ccmtinued) 
STATEMENT 
Group*) 
AA WA 
fN=l6n fN=16n 
F-
Value 
F-
Prob. 
Arranging to sit next to someone in order to copy 
SDd 
3.509 
.798 
3.472 
.895 
.501 .479 
Turning in another student's computer program 
as his/her own 
3.516 
.935 
3.391 
.835 
1.194 .275 
Illegally accessing a computer program or data 3.422 
.856 
3.323 
.899 
.971 .325 
Adding a few items to a bibliography that were 
not used in writing the paper 
3.050 
.865 
2.969 
.932 
.212 .646 
Copying a few sentences of material from a source 
without footnoting it in the paper 
3.118 
.845 
2.932 
.963 
2.177 .141 
Getting answers about an exam from someone 
who has already taken it 
2.870 
1.025 
2.925 
.932 
.571 .450 
Working togeAer with students on a homework 
assignment when the instructor does not allow it 
2.776 
.994 
2.776 
.873 
.206 .651 
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Results of varying levels of religious participation (Low, Medium and High) are shown in 
Table 5. As can be seen, the null hypotheses was rejected for three of the fifteen statements. 
A Duncan post-hoc test was used to find which groups were different for the three 
significant statements. Results of these tests are shown in Tables 6 through 8. The results of 
the Duncan post-hoc tests are described below by each of the three statements which were 
found to be significant. 
"Adding a few items to a bibliography that were not used in writing a 
paper:" Group 1 (Low participants in religious activities) and Group 3 ( High participants in 
religious activities) were found to be significantly different at the.05 and.Ol levels of 
significance. Looking at the means of both groups, those who highly participate in religious 
activities are more likely to perceive this action to be cheating than those who have low 
participation in religious activities. 
"Copying a few sentences without footnoting it in the paper:" Both  
Groups One and Two were significantly different from Group Three at the.05 level of 
significance. However, only Group One was significantiy different from Group Three at 
the.Ol level of significance. Again, looking at the means from these groups, higher participants 
in religious activities were more likely to perceive this act to dishonest than those who 
participated less in religious activities. 
"Working together with several students on a homework assignment 
when the instructor does not allow it:" Group One (low participants in religious 
activities) differed from Group Two (Medium participants) and and Group Three (High 
participants) at the.05 significance level. However, only Group One (low participants) differed 
from Group 3 ( High participants) at the.Ol significance level. Looking at the means of the 
three groups, Groups Two and Three were more likely to perceived this action to be dishonest 
than was Group One at tiie (p.<.05) level of significance. However, when tested at the (p<.01) 
Table 5. Descriptive statistics of survey items addressing behaviors considered by to be cheating by religious level 
STATEMENT 
Religious Level 
Low Medium High F- F-
fN=117) fN=108) fN=97^ Value Proh. 
Taking an exam for another student 
Copying from someone's exam paper without 
his/her knowledge 
Arranging with other students to give or receive 
answers by signals during an exam 
Using unauthorized notes during an exam 
Giving answers to other students during an exam 
Turning in a paper that has been purchased from 
a commercial firm 
Turning in a paper that has been written entirely 
or in part by another student 
M» 
SDb 
3.4017 3.444 3.484 .215 .807 
.9290 .957 .967 
3.598 3.648 3.732 .608 .545 
.881 .846 .7112 
3.398 3.574 3.639 .112 .894 
.871 .888 .793 
3.495 3.583 3.680 .993 .372 
.867 .897 .784 
3.470 3.574 3.597 .516 .597 
.915 .866 .837 
3.564 3.453 3.608 .878 .416 
.834 .910 .771 
3.444 3.555 3.536 .490 .613 
.865 .846 .829 
®Mean 
^Standard Deviation 
""Significant at .05 
••Significant at .01 
Table 5. (Continued) 
STATEMENT 
Religious Level® 
Low Medium High F- F-
fN=117^ fN=10S^ rN=97^ Value Prob. 
Bringing into an exam prepared answers or notes 
on a disc 
Arranging to sit next to someone in order to copy 
from his/her paper 
Turning in another student's computer program 
as his/her own 
Illegally accessing a computer program or data 
Adding a few items to a bibliography that were not 
used in writing the paper 
Copying sentences of material from a source without 
footnoting it in the paper 
Working together with students on a homework 
assignment when the instmctor does not allow it 
Getting answers about an exam from soneone who has 
already taken it 
Mb 
siy 
3.4010 3.500 3.525 .529 .590 
.919 .880 .917 
3.384 3.444 3.546 .699 .498 
.908 .879 .854 
3.401 3.444 3.484 .215 .807 
.929 .957 .967 
3.359 3.370 3.391 .010 .990 
.845 .933 .860 
2.854 3.000 3.206 4.345 .014** 
.873 .842 .815 
2.888 2.981 3.237 3.492 .032* 
.926 .927 .851 
2.555 2.814 3.000 6.540 .002** 
.913 .887 .957 
2.794 2.888 3.030 1.713 .182 
.969 .950 1.011 
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Table 6. Results of Duncan's multiple range test for the item "adding a few 
items to a bibliography that were not used in writing a paper" 
alpha = .05 
MEAN GROUP 1 2 3 
2.8547 1 
3.0000 2 
3.2062 3 
alpha = .01 
MEAN GROUP 1 2 3 
2.8547 1 
3.000 2 
3.2062 3 * 
^•denotes pairs of significantly different at the 0.05 and 0.01 levels 
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Table 7. Results of Duncan's multiple range test for the item "copying a few sentences 
without footnoting it in a paper" 
alpha = .05 
MEAN GROUP 1 2 3 
2.8889 1 
2.9815 2 
3.2371 3 * • 
alpha = .01 
MEAN GROUP 12 3 
2.889 1 
2.9815 2 
3.2391 3 
^•denotes pairs of significantly different at the 0.05 and 0.01 levels 
56 
Table 8. Results of Duncan's multiple range test for the item "woiidng with 
students on homework when the instructor does not allow it" 
alpha = .05 
MEAN GROUP 1 2 3 
2.5556 1 
2.8148 2 *a 
3.000 3 * 
alpha = .01 
MEAN GROUP 1 2 3 
2.8547 1 
3.000 2 
3.2062 3 *a 
®*denotes pairs of significantly different at the 0.05 and 0.01 levels 
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level of significance, the only difference was between Group Three and Group Onethose who 
highly participated in religious activities perceived this act to be dishonest than did Group One. 
NULL HYPOTHESES THREE: There will not be an interaction between 
ethnicity (African-American and White students) 
Again each statement was tested by employing the Two-Way Analysis of Variance. The 
results indicated that there was no interaction between subjects religious level and ethnicity. 
This means that the differences found when religious involvement was the independent variable 
did not change when African-Americans and White Americans were examined separately 
(Table 9). 
Perceptions of the Amount of Academic Dishonesty at ISU 
The first research question in this section (2a) was. What are the perceptions of ISU 
students in general. Students were asked to respond to twelve statements describing the 
perceived amount of academic dishonesty at Iowa State on the following scale: 1= Not at all; 
2= Not Much; 3= A Fair Amount and 4= A Great Deal. Results are shown in Table 10. 
Students on the average perceived that these actions occurred a fair amount ( 2.5 to 3.5) at ISU: 
(1) Working together on homework when the instructor does not allow it; (2) Getting questions 
or answers about an exam fix)m someone who has already taken it; (3) Copying a few 
sentences of material from a source without footnoting it in a paper. These are the behaviors 
which only about 25 to 35 percent of ISU students believed to be definitely cheating (Table 3). 
However, ISU students on average perceived that the following actions did not occur as 
much at ISU: (1) Adding a few items to a bibliography that they did not use in writing the paper, (2) 
Copying from someone's exam paper without his her knowledge; (3) Arranging to sit next to 
someone in order to copy from his/her exam paper, (4) Using unauthorized notes 
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Table 9. Interaction statistics of survey items addressing behaviors considered to be 
cheating 
STATEMENT 
F-
Value 
F-
Prob. 
Taking an exam for another student 1.843 .160 
Copying from someone's exam paper without 
his/her knowledge 
1.499 .225 
Airanging with other students to give or receive 
answers by signals during an exam 
1.499 .225 
Using unauthorized notes during an exam .948 .389 
Giving answers to other students during an exam 1.748 .176 
Turning in a paper that one has purchased from a 
purchased from a commercial firm 
2.196 .113 
Bringing into an exam prepared answers or notes 
on a disc 
1.021 .361 
Arranging to sit next to someone in order to copy 
from his/her paper 
.585 .558 
Turning in another student's computer program as 
his/her own 
1.759 .174 
Illegally accessing a computer program or data 1.092 .337 
Adding a few items to a bibliography that were not 
used in writing the paper 
2.180 .115 
Copying sentences of material from a source without 
footnoting it in the paper 
.138 .871 
Working together with students on a homework 
assignment when the instructor does not allow it 
1.338 .264 
Getting answers about an exam from someone who has 
already taken it 
1.860 .157 
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Table 10. Descriptive statistics of survey items addressing the frequency of 
academic dishonesty by ISU students 
Great deal» 
Statement Fair amount 
Work together on homework when the 
instructor does not allow it 
Mb 2.851 
SDG .905 
66.1% 
Getting questions or answers about an exam 
from someone who has already take it 
2.727 
.941 
60.9% 
Copying a few sentences of material from a 
without footnoting it in a paper 
2.649 
.902 
58.7% 
Copying from someone's exam paper without 
his/her knowledge 
2.441 
.972 
51% 
Adding a few items to a bibliography that they 
did not use in writing the paper 
2.488 49.4% 
Arranging to sit next to someone in order to 
copy from his/her exam paper 
2.419 46.5% 
Using unauthorized notes during an 
examination 
2.270 
.888 
37.5% 
Giving answers to other students during 
an exam 
2.158 
.870 
32.6% 
Turning in a paper that has been written 
by another student 
2.134 
.916 
30.7% 
Arranging with other students to give 
or receive signals during an exam 
1.615 
.724 
11.8% 
Taking an examination for another student 1.472 
.689 
8.1% 
Turning in a paper that one has purchased 
from a commercial research firm 
1.422 
.622 
5.9% 
®Scale: 1 = Not at all, 2 = Not much, 3 - a fair amount, 4 - a great deal 
•'Mean 
''Standard Deviation 
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during an examination; (5) Giving answers to other students during an exam; (6)Tuming in a 
paper that has been written by another student; (6) (7) Arranging with other students to give or 
receive signals during an examination; (8) Taking an exam for another student, and (9) Turning 
in a paper that one has purchased from a commercial firm. 
Research questions two through four in this section (2b-2d) were addressed through 
null hypotheses four through six. 
NULL HYPOTHESES FOUR: There will be no significant difference between 
African-American and White students in the perceived amount of academic 
dishonesty. 
Each statement was tested using a Two-Way Analysis of Variance. The twelve 
complete ANOVA tables and statistics are in Appendix C. Results of comparison between 
African-American and White students is shown in Table 11. As can be seen, African-American 
and White students differed in the perceived amount of academic dishonesty at ISU. The null 
hypotheses was rejected for two of the twelve statements 
Looking at the means of both groups, White students perceived that "Adding a few 
items to a bibliography that were not used in writing a paper" occurred a "fair amount" whereas 
African-American student's average response was in the range of "not much". However, 
African-Americans perceived that "Getting questions or answers about an exam from someone 
who has already taken it" occurred more frequently than did White students even though both 
groups' responses were in the "fair amount" range. 
Table 11. Descriptive statistics of survey items addressing the frequency of academic dishonesty by African-
American and White students^ 
STATEMENT 
Groupé 
AA WA 
fN=16n fN=16n 
F-
Value 
F-
Prob. 
Turning in a paper that one has purchased from 
SDd 
1.416 
.703 
1.429 
.620 
.059 .808 
Taking an exam for another student 1.410 
.729 
1.534 
.634 
.2.366 .125 
Arranging with other students to give or receive 
answers by signals during an exam 
1.621 
.782 
1.609 
.663 
.000 .982 
Giving answers to other students during an exam 2.224 
.942 
2.093 
.789 
1.792 .182 
Turning in a paper that has been written entirely or 
in part by another student 
2.050 
.947 
2.217 
.878 
2.691 .103 
Giving answers to other students during an exam 2.224 
.942 
2.093 
.789 
1.792 .182 
Using unauthorized notes during an exam 2.180 
.921 
2.360 
.841 
3.349 .068 
"Scale: 1 = Not at all, 2 = Not much, 3 = a fair amount, 4 = a great deal 
bGroup: AA = African-American, WA = White American 
"Rfcan 
Standard Deviation 
Table 11. (Continued) 
STATEMENT 
Group'' 
AA WA 
fN=16n fN=16n 
F-
Value 
F-
Prob. 
Copying a few sentences of material &om a source 
without footnoting it in a paper SDd 
2.559 
.948 
2.739 
.848 
3.028 .083 
Working together with several students on a homewoiic 
assignment when the instmctor does not allow it 
2.752 
.915 
2.950 
.886 
3.673 .056 
Getting questions or answers about an exam firom someone 
who had already taken it the same day 
2.851 
.982 
2.602 
.882 
6.342 .012^ 
Copying firom someone's exam paper without his/her 
knowledge 
2.559 
.999 
2.323 
.933 
3.396 .066 
Arranging to sit next to someone in order to copy firom 
his/her paper 
2.752 
.915 
2.950 
.886 
3.673 .056 
Adding a few items to a bibliography that they did not 
use in writing the paper 
2.354 2.621 5.672 .018+ 
•Significant at .05 level 
••Significant at .01 level 
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NULL HYPOTHESES FIVE: There will be no significant differences in the 
perceptions of students with varying levels of participation in religious 
activities (Low, medium and high) in terms of the perceived amount of 
academic dishonesty. 
Again each of the twelve statements were tested using a Two-Way Analysis of 
Variance. Twelve complete ANOVA tables and statistics for all cells are in Appendix B 
Results of varying levels of religious participation (Low, medium and high) are shown 
in Table 12. As can be seen, the null hypotheses was rejected for one of the twelve statements. 
A Duncan post-hoc test was used to find which of the two groups were different for the 
statement which was found to be significant. The results of the Duncan post-hoc test are 
described below with the statement which was found to be significant 
"When Copying From an Exam Paper Without His/Her Knowledge:" Both Group One 
and Group Three were different at the.05 and.01 levels of significance. Looking at the means 
from both groups, Group Three perceived this action occurring more frequently than did 
Group One (Table 13). 
NULL HYPOTHESES 6: There will be no interaction between ethnicity 
(African-American and White students) and the level of religious participation. 
Again each statement was tested employing the Two-Way Analysis of Variance. The 
results indicated that there was no interaction between subject's religious level and ethnicity. 
This means that the differences found when religious involvement was the independent variable 
did not change when African-Americans and White Americans were examined separately. 
(Table 14.) 
Table 12. Descriptive statistics of survey items addressing the fiequency of academic dishonesty by religious level^ 
STATEMENT 
Religious Level 
Low Medium High F- F-
Tuming in a paper that one has purchased Af 
fiom a commocial research fimi SD^ 
Taking an exam for anotho* student 
Arranging with other students to give or receive 
answers by signals during an exam 
Giving answers to other students during an exam 
Turning in a paper that has been written entirely 
or in part by another student 
Using unauthorized notes during an exam 
Copying a few sentences of material from a source 
without footnoting it in a paper 
1.384 1.444 1.443 .311 .733 
.654 .674 
1.435 1.574 1.402 1.722 .180 
.674 .699 .689 
1.495 1.703 1.659 2.581 .077 
.690 .764 .705 
2.145 2.166 2.164 .012 .904 
.843 .922 .850 
2.119 2.166 2.113 .101 .904 
2.256 2.296 2.257 .085 .918 
.948 ,867 ,894 
2.683 2.632 2.618 .061 .941 
.867 .951 .894 
"Mean 
^Standard Deviation 
Table 12. (Continued) 
STATEMENT 
Low 
Religious Level 
Medium 
fN=108^ 
High 
m=97^ 
F-
Value 
F-
Prob. 
Working together with several students on a 
homework assignment when the 
instructor does not allow it 
SDb 
2.931 
.874 
2.777 
.900 
2.835 
.935 
.723 .486 
Getting questions or answers about an exam 6om 
someone who as already take in the same day 
2.709 
.974 
2.824 
.873 
2.639 
.970 
1.353 .260 
Copying from someone's exam paper without 
his/her knowledge 
2.299 
.984 
2.398 
.946 
2.659 
.951 
3.161 .044* 
Arranging to sit next to someone in order to copy 
from his/her paper 
2.290 
.991 
2.509 
.971 
2.474 
1.011 
1.268 .283 
Adding a few items to a bibliography that they did not 
use in writing the paper 
2.495 
.952 
2.527 
.990 
2.433 
1.034 
.115 .891 
•Significant at .05 level 
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Table 13. Results of Duncan's multiple range test for the item "when 
copying fixtm an exam paper without his/her knowledge" 
alpha = .05 
MEAN GROUP 1 2 3 
2.299 1 
2.398 2 
2.659 3 * 
alpha = .01 
MEAN GROUP 1 2 3 
2.299 Grp 1 
2.398 Grp 2 
2.659 Grp 3 * 
•denotes pairs of significantly different at the 0.05 and 0.01 levels 
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Table 14. Interaction statistics of survey items addressing when cheating the frequency of 
academic dishonesty 
STATEMENT 
F- F-
Value Prob. 
Turning in a paper that one has purchased from a .132 .876 
commercial research firm 
Taking an examination for another student .020 .980 
Arranging with other students to give or receive .419 .658 
answers by signals during an exam 
Giving answers to other students during an exam 1.475 .230 
Turning in a paper that has been written entirely or .132 .876 
Using unauthorized notes during an exam .049 .952 
Copying a few sentences of material from a source .597 .551 
without footnoting it in a paper 
Working together with several students on a homeworic .424 .655 
assignment when the instructor does not allow it 
Getting questions or answers about an exam from someone .796 .452 
who has already taken it the same day 
Copying from someone's exam paper without .118 .888 
his/her knowledge 
Arranging to sit next to someone in order to copy .419 .658 
from his/her pape 
Adding a few items to a bibliography that they did .198 .821 
not use in writing the paper 
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Perceptions of When Cheating Is Justified 
The first research question (3a) in this section is What are the perceptions of ISU 
students in general? Students responded to six statements describing conditions when cheating 
was justified. On the average ISU students agreed that under no conditions was cheating ever 
justified. Furthermore, when presented with specific conditions, students on the average 
disagreed that cheating was justified in these circumstances: 
However, it is interesting to note that about 20 percent of students did report that 
cheating was justified when: 1) a person needed to keep a scholarship; 2) a person needed to 
pass a course to stay in school; and 3) when a person needed to pass a course for graduation. 
Results of these statements are shown in Table IS. 
Research questions seven through nine were addressed in the following null 
hypotiieses: 
Null Hypotheses Seven: There will be no significant differences among 
African-American and White students in their perceptions of when cheating is 
justified. 
Each statement was tested using a Two-Way Analysis of Variance. The six complete 
ANOVA tables and statistics for all cells are in Appendix B. Results of comparison between 
African-American and White students is shown in Table 16. As can be seen, African-American 
and White students differed in their perceptions of when cheating was justified. The null 
hypotheses was rejected for five of the six statements. African-American students were slightiy 
(but significantiy) more likely to agree that cheating was justified when: (1) A person needed to 
pass a course to stay in school; (2) When a ftiend asked for help during an exam; (3) To 
receive a better grade in the course; (4) To pass a course for graduation (5) To keep a 
scholarship and; (6) To receive a better grade in the course. 
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Table 15. Descriptive statistics of survey items addressing when cheating is 
justifiai by ISU Students® 
Agree 
Statement Strongly Agree 
Cheating is justified in order to receive a 
better grade in the course 
Mb 3.264 
SDc .814 
12.8% 
Cheating is justified when a friend asks for 
help during an exam 
3.227 
.802 
13.4% 
Cheating is justified when a person needs 
to keep a scholarship 
3.127 
.875 
18.9% 
Cheating is justified when a person needs 
to pass a course to stay in school 
3.043 
.838 
20.5% 
Cheating is justified when a person needs 
to pass a course for ^duation 
3.025 
.879 
23.6% 
Cheating is never justified under any 
circumstances 
1.972 
.855 
73.5% 
«Scale: 1 = Strongly agree, 2 = agree, 3 = disagree, 4 = strongly disagree 
^Mean 
«Standard Deviation 
Table 16. Descriptive statistics of survey items addressing when cheating is justified by Afiican-American and 
White students* 
Group*' 
STATEMENT 
AA 
m=i6n 
WA 
fN=16n 
F-
Value 
F-
Prob. 
Cheating is justified when a person needs to pass 
a course to stay in school 
M 
SDd 
2.888 
.949 
3.199 
.678 
14.510 .000^^ 
Cheating is justified when a fiiend asks for help 
during an exam 
3.143 
.900 
3.311 
.682 
4.210 .041^ 
Cheating is justified in order to receive a better 
grade in the course 
3.155 
.905 
3.373 
.697 
7.247 .007^^ 
Cheating is justified when a person needs to 
pass a course for graduation 
2.845 
.985 
3.205 
.717 
17.797 .000^* 
Cheating is justified when a person needs to 
keep a scholarship 
2.882 
.996 
3.373 
.671 
31.009 .000*+ 
Cheating is never justified under any 
circumstances 
2.043 
.951 
1.901 
.743 
3.337 .069 
»Scale; 1 = Strongly agree, 2 - Agree, 3 = Disagree, 4 = Strongly disagree 
("AA=Afiican-American, WA = While American 
"Mean 
^Standard Deviation 
^Significant at .05 level 
••Significant at .01 level 
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Null Hypotheses Eight: There will be no significant differences in the 
perceptions of students with varying levels of participation in religious 
activities (Low, medium and High) and when cheating is justified. 
Again, each of the fifteen statements were tested using a Two-Way Analysis of 
Variance. The complete ANOVA tables and statistics for all cells are in Appendix B. Results of 
the varying levels of religious participation (Low, medium and high) are shown in Table 17. 
As can be seen, the null hypotheses was rejected for four of the six statements. A Duncan post-
hoc test was used to fînd which groups were different for the four statements which were 
significant. The results of the Duncan post-hoc test are described below with each of the four 
statements which were significant. 
For the statement "Cheating is Justified When a Person Needs To Pass A Course to 
Stay In School" both Groups One and Three were significant at the.05 and.01 levels of 
significance (Table 18). Looking at the means of both groups, those who highly participated in 
religious activities were more likely to disagree with the idea that cheating is justified when a 
person needs to pass a course to stay in school. 
For the statement "Cheating Is Justified When A Person Needs to Pass A Course For 
Graduation," the results revealed that both Group One and Group 3 were different at the.05 
and.01 levels of significance.(Table 19). Looking at the means of both groups, those who 
highly participate in religious activities disagreed more that cheating is never justified when a 
person needs to pass a course for graduation. 
A significant F ratio was found in the Two-Way ANOVA for the statement "Cheating is 
Justified When A Person Needs To Keep A Scholarship." However, for the particular 
contrasts examined in the Duncan post hoc analysis, no two groups were significantly 
different. 
Table 17. Descriptive statistics of survey items addressing behaviors when cheating is justified by religious level 
STATEMENT 
Low 
fN=117^ 
Religious Level 
Medium 
fN=108^ 
High 
fN=97^ 
F-
Value 
F-
Prob. 
Cheating is justified when a person needs to pass 
a course to stay in school 
M» 2.880 
SDb .832 
3.083 
.762 
3.195 
.897 
5.578 .004++ 
Cheating is justified when a friend asks for help 
during an exam 
3.188 
.718 
3.203 
.806 
3.299 
.891 
.902 .407 
Cheating is justified in order to receive a better 
grade in the course 
3.188 
.798 
3.240 
.771 
3.381 
.871 
2.282 .104 
Cheating is justified when a person needs to 
pass a course for graduation 
2.846 
.877 
3.074 
.805 
3.185 
.927 
6.150 .002^+ 
Cheating is justified when a person needs to 
keep a scholarship 
3.034 
.850 
3.120 
.883 
3.247 
.890 
3.347 .036^ 
Cheating is never justified under any 
circumstances 
2.128 
.866 
1.907 
.755 
1.855 
.924 
3.77 .024^ 
»Mean 
^Standard Deviation 
•Significant at .05 level 
••Significant at .01 level 
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Table 18. Results of Duncan's multiple range test for the item "cheating is justified when a 
person needs to pass a course to stay in school" 
alpha = .05 
MEAN GROUP 1 2 3 
2.880 1 
3.083 2 
3.1959 3 * 
alpha = .01 
MEAN GROUP 1 2 3 
2.880 Grp 1 
3.083 Grp 2 
3.195 Grp 3 * 
•denotes pairs of significantly different at the 0.05 and 0.01 levels 
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Table 19. Results of Duncan's multiple range test for the item "cheating is justified when 
a person needs to pass a course for graduation" 
alpha = .05 
MEAN GROUP 1 2 3 
2.8462 Grp 1 
3.0741 Grp 2 
3.1856 Grp 3 * 
alpha = .01 
MEAN GROUP 1 2 3 
2.8462 Grp 1 
3.0741 Grp 2 
3.1856 Grp 3 * 
®*denotes pairs of significantly different at the 0.05 and 0.01 levels 
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Table 20. Results of Duncan's multiple range test for the item "cheating is never 
justified under any circumstances" 
alpha = .05 
MEAN GROUP 1 2 3 
1.8557 3 
1.9074 2 
2.1282 1 * 
For the statement "Cheating is Never Justified Under any Circumstances, both Groups 
One and Three were significant at the .05 level of significance (Table 20). Looking at the 
means of both groups, those who highly participated in relgious activities were more likely to 
perceive that cheating is never justified than those who have lower participation in religious 
activities. 
Null Hypotheses Nine: There will be no interaction between ethnicity (African-
American and White students) and when cheating Is justified. 
Again each statement was tested employing the Two-Way Analysis of Variance. The 
results indicated that there was an interaction between subjects religious level and ethnicity for 
the item "cheating is never justified" (Table 21). This means that differences found when 
religious level was the independent variable changed when African-American students were 
examined separately from White American students. The descriptive data for the interaction are 
shown in Table 22 and the means are displayed in Figure 1. An analysis of the interaction was 
performed using the Duncan's multiple range test. The results (Table 23) reveal that among 
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Table 21. Interaction statistics of survey items addressing when cheating is justified 
STATEMENT 
F-
Value 
F-
Prob. 
Cheating is justified when a person needs to pass a course 
to stay in school 
.375 .688 
Cheating is justified when a friend asks for help during an exam 2.210 .11 
Cheating is justified in order to receive a better grade in 
in the course 
1.398 .249 
Cheating is justified when a person needs to pass a course for 
graduation 
1.289 2.77 
Cheating is justified when a person needs to keep a 
scholarship 
.916 .401 
Cheating is never justified under any circumstances 3.280 .039* 
•Significant at .05 level 
Afiican-Americans, those least involved with religion were significantly less likely to agree 
with the statement, "Cheating is never justified under any circumstances" than African-
American highly involved in religion. No differences were found of the three groups among 
White Americans. Finally, African-Americans who were least involved in religion were also 
significantly less likely to agree with the statement than were two of the White American 
groups those classified as low and medium in their religious involvement. 
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Table 22. Descriptive statistics addressing the interaction of religious level 
and ethnicity "cheating is never justified under any circumstances"® 
Low Medium High 
Groupb fN=5n (N=52) fN=58^ 
AA 2.333 2.058 1.776 
SDd .993 .850 .937 
(N=66) (N=56) (N=39) 
WA 1.970 1.768 1.974 
SDb .722 .632 .903 
"Scale: 1 = Strongly agree, 2 = Agree, 3 = Disagree, 4 = Strongly disagree 
^AA = African-American, WA = White American 
®Mran 
^Standard Deviation 
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Disagree 
2.25 _ 
2.0 
Agree 
1.75 
1.5 
o 
Low Medium High 
Figure 1. Graph showing the interaction between religious involvement 
and ethnicity. 
Table 23. Results of Duncan's multiple range test for the interaction between ethnicity and 
religious level fw the item, 'Cheating is never justified under any circumstance" 
alpha = .05 
MEAN GROUP Ethnicity-Religious Level) 5 3 4 6 2 1 
1.7680 5 (WA-Med) 
1.7760 3 (AA-High) 
1.9700 4 (WA - Low) 
1.9740 6 (WA-High) 
2.0580 2 (AA-Med) 
2.3330 1 (AA - Low) * * * 
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Summary 
The results of this study were evaluated statistically by testing nine hypotheses 
employing a Two-Way Analysis of Variance and answering three general questions through 
descriptive statistics. The analysis of these data revealed the following results: 
Pgrggptions of Which Pehavwrs are Considgred Cheating 
Students on average agreed that the following statements are definitely cheating: (1) 
Taking an exam for another student; 2) Copying from someone's exam paper without his/her 
knowledge ; 3) Arranging with other students to give or receive signals during an exam; 4) 
Using unauthorized notes during an exam (5) Giving answers to other students during an 
exam; (6) Turning in a paper that one has purchased from a commercial firm; (7) Turning in a 
paper that has been written entirely or in part by another student. However, on average, ISU 
students perceived the following statements as probably cheating: (8) Bringing into an exam 
prepared answers on notes or a disc; (9) Arranging to sit next to someone in order to copy from 
his/her paper, (10) Turning in another student's computer program as his/her own and (11) 
Dlegally acessing a computer program or data (12) Copying a few sentences of material from a 
source without footnoting it in the paper, (13) Adding a few items to a bibliography that were 
not used in writing the paper; (14) Working together with students on a homework 
assignmentwhen the instructor does not allow it; and (15) Getting answers about an exam from 
someone who has already taken it. 
When ethnicity was examined with perceptions of which behaviors were considered 
cheating, no differences were found between African-American and White students. 
Students more involved in religious activities were more likely to think that these 
actions/behaviors are cheating when compared to students less involved in religious activities: 
(1) Adding a few items to a bibliography that were not used in writing a paper, (2) Copying a 
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few sentences without footnoting it in a paper and (3) Working together with several students 
on a homework assignment when the the instructor does not allow it. 
There was no interaction between ethnicity and religious participation. This means that 
the differences found when religious level was the independent variable did not change when 
African-Americans were examined separately from White Americans. 
Perceptions of the Freauencv of Academic Dishonesty 
Iowa State students on average agreed that the following statements occurred a fair 
amount at ISU: (1) Working together on homework when the instructor does not allow it: (2) 
Getting questions or answers about an exam from someone who has already taken it and; (3) 
Copying a few sentences of material from a source without foomoting it in a paper.However, 
ISU students on average perceived these actions did not occur as much at ISU: (1) Adding a 
few items to a bibliography that they did not use in writing the paper; (2) Copying from 
someone's exam paper without his/her knowledge; (3) Arranging to sit next to someone in 
order to copy from his/her exam paper; (4) Using unauthorized notes during an examination; 
(5) Giving answers to other students during an examination; (6) Turning in a paper that has 
been written by another student;(7) Arrange with other students to give or receive signals 
during an exam; (8) Taking an exam for another student and; (9) Turning in a paper that one 
has purchased from a commercial research firm. 
When ethnicity was examined with the amount of academic dishonesty occurring at 
ISU, significant differences were found between African-American and White students. 
On average, White Americans perceived that "Adding a few items to a bibliography that was 
not used in writing a paper occurred a fair amount than did Afncan-American students. 
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However, African-American students on average perceived that "Getting questions or answers 
about an exam from someone who had already taken it" occurred frequently than did White 
students. 
Students more involved in religious activities were likely to perceive that "Copying 
from other students exam paper without his/her knowledge was "cheating". 
There was no interaction between ethnicity and religious participation. This means that 
the differences found when religious level was the independent variable did not change when 
African-Americans were examined separately from White American students. 
Perceptions of When Cheating is Justified 
Iowa State University students on average agreed that cheating is never justified under 
any circumstances. Furthermore, they disagreed with statements that cheating was justified for 
the following conditions: (1) In order to receive a better grade; (2) When a friend asked for 
help; (3) When a person needed to keep a scholarship; (4) When a person needed to pass a 
course to stay in school; or (5) When a person needed to pass a course for graduation. 
However, some students (about 12 to 24 percent) felt that cheating is sometimes justified. 
Significant differences were found between African-Americans and White American 
students in terms of when cheating is justified. African-Americans slightly (but significantly) 
were more likely to agree that cheating was justified for the following conditions: (1) When a 
person needed to pass a course to stay in school; (2) When a friend asks for help during an 
exam; (3) In order to receive a better grade in the course; (4) When a person needed to pass a 
course for graduation and (5) When a person needed to keep a scholarship. 
There was one interaction between ethnicity and religious participation. This was found 
for the item "Cheating is justified under any circumstances". This means that the differences 
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found when religious level was the independent variable did change when African-Americans 
were examined separately from White Americans. 
Upon reviewing the means of African-American students, those who highly 
participated in religious activities agreed more strongly that cheating is never justified under any 
circumstances than African-Americans who who participated less. However, the means for 
religious participation for White Americans did not reveal that religious participation was 
related to perceptions of when cheating was justified under any circumstances. 
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CHAPTER V 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
This chapter will present conclusions and provide recommendations for further research 
based upon the results found in this study. The chapter is outlined by purpose of the study, 
conclusions and recommendations for further study. 
Introduction 
One purpose of this study was to ascertain the perceptions of Iowa State University 
students toward academic dishonesty. Two major studies have been conducted on this topic. 
Bamett & Dalton (1980) and Nuss (1984) investigated the perceptions of academic dishonesty 
among faculty and students at Iowa State University and the University of Maryland 
respectively. However, Brown (1983) focused on the perceptions of academic dishonesty 
among freshmen and seniors at Iowa State University. Her study was used as a guide for the 
present study in order to ascertain the perceptions of academic dishonesty among ISU students. 
A second purpose of the study was to investigate if differences existed among African-
American and White students when the variables of perceptions of the nature, frequencies, and 
justification of cheating behaviors were examined. Many studies have been conducted on 
academic dishonesty in relation to gender, (Baird 1980) and (Brandis 1986); ego- strength 
(David 1987); self-esteem (Ward 1986) and socio-economic background (Eisenberg & Shark 
1985). 
However, few, if any have examined ethnicity and have attempted to separate out 
perceptions of African-American and White American students toward academic dishonesty. 
Final purposes were to investigate if differences exist among students with different 
levels of participation in religious activities in terms of their perceptions of the nature. 
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frequencies and justification of cheating behaviors, and to ascertain if there are interactions 
between ethnicity and level of religious participation. 
According to Tolbert (1990), African-American students at Iowa State University 
reported that their participation in religious activities played a major role in their persistence in 
college. Poinsett (1990) also reported that religious participation among African-Americans has 
increased due to their search for religious values that will bring them through troubled times as 
well as provide purpose for their lives. 
Conclusions 
Perceptions of What Action/Behaviors are Cheating 
It was found that ISU students agreed that the fifteen statements describing academic 
dishonesty were cheating or probably cheating. Also, the results indicated that no differences 
were found between African-American and White students in their perceptions of 
actions/behaviors which are considered cheating. 
However, when one's level of participation in religious activities was examined, 
students who participated less in religious activities were less likely than more involved 
students to consider the following behaviors to be cheating: adding a few items to a 
bibliography that were not used in writing a paper, copying a few sentences without footnoting 
it in a paper and working together with several students on a homework assignment when the 
instructor does not allow it.. It is interesting to note that only 25 to 35 percent of students 
believed these behaviors to be definitely examples of cheating. These results are similar to 
those found by Brown (1983). 
Those fîndings indicated that 52 percent of the respondents in 1983 reported that it was 
not dishonest to work on a homework assignment when the instructor did not allow it and over 
half of the respondents (55 percent) in 1983 did not consider copying a few sentences from a 
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source without footnoting it in a paper. It is of interest to note that students catagorized all 
behaviors of dishonesty which involved the use of computers as "probably cheating". 
According to the literature, students may perceive that these actions are not cheating due to the 
ease with which they can use other student's programs as their own and due to the accessibility 
and advantages of word processing. Also, faculty have not clearly defined what is cheating 
with the use of the computer (Pavella, 1988; Uhlig & Howes, 1967). 
While this research did not examine perceptions of academic dishonesty between 
faculty and students, it was interesting to note that Nuss (1984) found that students reported 
that the aforementioned actions were not cheating while faculty perecived that they were. These 
results may suggest that students do not perceive the aforementioned acts as cheating because 
they have never learned why these actions were wrong. According to Uhlig & Howes (1967) 
and Monter (1971) the vagueness of a definition has confused some students about the 
appropriateness of certain kinds of academic exercises and behaviors which are loosely defined 
as cheating while providing other students with reasons for engaging in behavior that is not 
clearly defined. 
Therefore one can conclude that no differences exist between African-American and 
White American students perceptions of which actions/behaviors are considered cheating. 
However, when religious involvement was examined, students who highly participated in 
religious activities perceived all the actions/behaviors as dishonest than did those who 
participated less. 
Perceptions of the Frequencv of Academic Dishonestv 
In reviewing the responses of ISU students' observations of academic dishonesty, 
about 50 to 60 percent or more indicated they perceived the following actions occurred a great 
deal or a fair amount: working together on homework when the instructor does not allow it, 
getting questions or answers about an exam from someone who has already taken it, and 
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copying a few sentences of material from a source without footnoting it in the paper. Several 
items were catagorized as not occurring much. These included dilberate actions as: taking an 
exam for another student, copying from someone's exam paper without his/her knowledge and 
arranging with other students to give or receive answers by signals during an exam. 
These results are compatable with a study conducted by Tom & Borin (1988) which 
indicate that the frequency one engages in academic dishonesty is related to and can be pardally 
expalined by the person's perceptions of the severity of committing various forms of cheating 
behaviors. In other words, students are aware of which actions of academic dishonesty carry 
heavier sanctions than others and choose to engage in those dishonest acts they perceive have 
miniscule sanctions. 
A significant difference was found between African-American and White American 
students in their perceptions of the frequency of academic dishonesty for two of the behaviors 
that were presented. African-American students, on average, perceived that "Getting questions 
or answers about an exam from someone who had abready taken it "occurred more than did 
White American students, while White American students, on average perceived that "adding a 
few items to a bibliography" occulted more than did African-American students. According to 
Allen (1982) African-American students perceived that the campus environment at 
predominantiy White institutions did not provide adequate academic and social support which 
is a serious factor in attrition. 
Fleming (1984) indicated that African-American students who attended predominantiy 
White institutions tended to drop out due to institutional abandonment, isolation and classroom 
bias at predominantiy White institutions. Therefore, one can deduce from these findings that 
African-American students may perceive that "Getting answers about an exam from someone 
who has already taken it already" occurrs more than do White American students. This could 
be perceived as a academic survival technique at predominantiy White institutions it is unclear 
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why White Americans are more likely to perceive that adding to a bibliography occurs 
frequently. 
However, when one's level of participation in religious activities was examined, 
students more involved in religious activities were more likely to perceive that copying from 
someone's paper without his/her knowledge occurred more frequently than those students who 
were less involved. 
Perceptions of When Cheating is Justified 
Studies by Bamett & Dalton (1980) and Brown (1983) indicated that among students at 
ISU cheating was never justified under any circumstances. However, a study study conducted 
by Steinger, Johnson & Kirts (1964) reported that both faculty and students felt cheating was 
justified under certain conditions. While the literature did not provide specific conditions, the 
researcher for this study added specific conditions and or situations to ascertain whether 
cheatiing was justified under certain conditions, in order to receive a better grade, when a fiiend 
asks for help, when a friend needed to keep a scholarship, when a person needs to pass a 
course to stay in school and when a person needs to pass a course for graduation. 
The results from this study agreed with those found by Bamett & Dalton (1980) and 
Brown (1983) that cheating was never justified under any circumstances. However, some 
students (about 12 to 24 percent ) felt that cheating is sometimes justified for all of the specific 
conditions listed. 
It was interesting to note that when ethnicity was examined along with when cheating 
was justified, African-Americans were slightly but significantiy more likely to agree that 
cheating is justified when a person needed to pass a course to stay in school, when a friend 
asks for help during an exam, in order to receive a better grade in the course, when a person 
needed to pass a course for graduation or when a person needed to keep a scholarship. As can 
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be seen, these reasons might be attributed to African-Americans' concern with academic 
survival at predominantly White institutions. 
Therefore, university staff who are responsible for administering the academic support 
and social services for African-American students should further enhance these services by 
becoming more familiar with campus resources in order to assist the academic development of 
African-American students (Pounds,1987). 
An interesting conclusion found in this section was that an interaction between ethnicity 
and level of religious participation was found for the item "Cheating is never justified under 
any circumstances." Upon reviewing the means of Afiican-American students, those who were 
least involved in religious activities were less likely to agree that cheating is never justified 
under any circumstances than were the other African-American groups. However, the means 
for religious participation for White Americans did not reveal that religious participation was 
related to perceptions of whether cheating was justified under any circumstances. This may 
have occurred because the participation of White Americans who have previously been 
involved in religious activities may decline during their college years while they are challenging 
their previously held religious belief system. African-Americans, on the other hand, may find 
reUgious activities as a source of support during their college tenure 
When one reviews all the results in which significant differences were found based on 
the level of religious involvement, an interesting pattern emerges. Students who were more 
highly involved in religious activities were more likely to certain that specific behaviors were 
cheating, thought that at least one dishonest behavior occurred more frequentiy, and were less 
likely to believe that cheating was ever justified. 
These results suggest that students involved in religious activities hold views more 
similar to those of faculty. As mentioned in Chapter 2, several researchers (Bamett & Dalton, 
1980, Nuss, 1984) found that faculty held more conservative views than students about 
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academic dishonesty. One might speculate that involvement in religion is an indication of 
higher moral development; however, the current research has not addressed this issue. 
A noteworthy paradox is an apparant contradition in some of the findings for Afiican-
American students. On the one hand, African-American students who are highly involved in 
religious activities (a greater proportion of African-Americans were represented in this 
category) were more likely to feel that cheating was never justified under certain circumstances. 
On the other hand, they were somewhat more likely to think that cheating was justified under 
certain specific conditons. This may refiect a moral dillema for African-American students on 
historically White campuses who must deal with the pragmatic issue of survival while at the 
same time live up to the ideas embodied in their religious beliefs. This would be another area in 
which student personnel professionals can provide guidance in making choices that will help 
students resolve issues in a way that would be compatable with their growth and development 
Recommedations 
Based on these results the following recommendations are suggested for Residence 
Hall Personnel, Student Adjudication Officers and Boards; and Academic Deans and 
Department Chairpersons. Because students seem to be unclear about what actions/behaviors 
are defined as dishonest, academic administrators in conjunction with faculty should provide 
written policies on the definition of academic dishonesty as well as a description of sanction(s). 
These should be distributed to each faculty and staff member. 
Academic administrators in conjunction with student affairs staff could generally inform 
students about academic dishonesty policies through freshman orientation and other special 
academic programs sponsored by the university. On a smaller scale. Resident Assistants could 
inform students about academic dishonesty policies through educational programming within 
the halls. 
90 
Recommendations for Futher Study 
While the researcher chose to examine the perceptions of African-American and White 
American students concerning academic dishonesty, there was no mention of the perceptions of 
international students toward academic dishonesty. According to the Dean of Students Ofice at 
Iowa State University, international students are not clear about what actions/behaviors are 
cheating nor do they understand how it is defined. Therefore, it would be interesting to study 
international students and to included the variables of college affiliation, classification (year in 
school), gender, grade point average, and degree aspirations. 
While several studies examined the perceptions of faculty and students concerning 
academic dishonesty, a current study should be conducted among Iowa State University faculty 
and students (graduate and undergraduate). 
While this study did investigate if one's religious involvement was related to their 
perceptions of academic dishonesty, it would be valuable to examine closer Kohlberg's moral 
development theory and academic dishonesty. A similar study should also be conducted using 
Fowler's Faith Development Theory. 
In addition, the literature revealed a need for faculty to observe university policy in 
adjudicating academic dishonesty cases. While some faculty continue to adjudicate academic 
dishonesty cases themselves, it would be interesting to investigate how familiar faculty 
members are with their institution's policy of academic dishonesty and their use of the 
adjudication procedure. 
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101 
College of Education 
Professional Studies 
IOWA STATE 
N243 Lagomarcino Hall 
Ames, Iowa 50011 
UNIVERSITY Telephone 515-294-4143 
Dear Student: 
We are conducting a study concerning the perceptions of Iowa 
State University students toward academic dishonesty. This study 
is a follow up to similar studies conducted in 1981 and 1983. 
The current study will ascertain the attitudes of African-
American and White students toward academic dishonesty as well as 
determine whether one's participation in religious activities may 
or may not influence one to engage in academic dishonesty. The 
data collected will be compared to the data collected in the 
previous studies. 
Your name was selected from a computer generated random 
seunple of Iowa State students. The attached questionnaire and 
answer sheet will be coded to allow us to follow up on unreturned 
surveys. Please use a #2 pencil when responding to each of the 
items. Please leave all other areas of the answer sheet blank. 
The questionnaire should take approximately 25 minutes. Please 
return your completed questionnaire to your Resident Assistant 
and do not sign your name. 
Participation in this study is completely voluntary and all 
responses will be held in the strictness of confidence. At the 
completion of the study all questionnaires will be destroyed. 
Thank you for your participation in advance and if 
questions should arise, feel free to contact me at 294-7605. 
Sincerely, 
Professor 
3 2 ^  
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1 1 2  
IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 
STUDENT SURVEY ON ACADEMIC DISHONESTY 
This questionnaire is designed to ascertain what Iowa State Students think about 
academic dishonesty. Please complete the form by darkening the circle on the 
answer sheet that corresponds to your answer to the question on the questionnaire. 
Replies are confidential. 
1. In which college are you registered? 
2. What is your classification? 
1 ) Freshman 
2) Sophomore 
3) Junior 
4) Senior 
5) Special 
3. What is your gender? 
1) Male 
2) Female 
4. What is your ethnicity? 
1) African-American 
2) White . 
5. Which of the following best describes your status? 
1 ) Was a student at another college, university or community college before 
attending Iowa State 
2) Iowa State is the first college or university attended 
6. What Is your cumulative grade point average? 
7. What are your degree aspirations? 
1) Do not Intend to complete the baccalaureate degree 
2) A baccalaureate degree only 
3) A master's degree 
4) A Ph.D. or professional degree (M.D., D.V.M., D.D.S., etc.) 
8. In which of the following kind of community did you spend the majority of your 
childhood? (Check one most appropriate) 
1 ) Rural farm, open country or village 
2) Under 2,000 
3) 2.001 to 10,000 
4) 10,001 to 30,000 
5), 30,001 to 100,000 
6) 100,001 to 500,000 
7) 500,001 and over 
8) Suburb of a large city of 500,000 or more 
1 
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9. What is the highest educationai level attained by either of your parents? 
1 ) Non-High School graduate 
2) High School graduate 
3) Attended some college but received no degree 
4) Associate degree 
5) Baccalaureate degree 
6) Master's degree 
7) Ph.D. or professional degree 
10. Since you have been at Iowa State, how often have you seen another student 
cheating during an exam? 
1) Never 
2) Once 
3) A few times 
4) Many times 
11. Since you have been in college, how often has another student asl<ed you for 
help which you l<new was not legitimate during an exam? 
1) Never 
2) Once 
3) A few times 
4) Many times 
For questions 12 dnd 13, please indicate how you feel according to the following 
scale: 
1) Strongly agree 
2) Agree 
3) Disagree 
4) Strongly disagree 
12. Cheating is never Justified under any circumstances. 
13. Cheating is justified when a person needs to pass a course to stay In school. 
14. Cheating is Justified when a person needs to keep a scholarship. 
15. Cheating Is justified when a person needs to pass a course for graduation. 
16. Cheating is Justified In order to receive a better grade In the course. 
17. Cheating Is Justified when a friend asks for help during an exam. 
2 
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For questions 18-32, use the following scale: 
1) Not at all 
2) Not much 
3) A fair amount 
4) A great deal 
From your own knowledge and experience, to what extent do Iowa State students 
engage in the following practices in their academic work? 
18. Getting questions or answers about an exam from someone who had already 
taken It the same day. 
19. Copying a few sentences of material from a source without footnoting it in a 
paper. 
20. Working together with several students on a homework assignment when the 
instructor does not allow It. 
21. Adding a few items to a bibliography that they did not use In writing the paper. 
22. Copying from someone's exam paper without his/her knowledge. 
23. Arranging to sit next to someone In.order to copy from his/her exam paper. 
24. Giving answers to other students during an exam. 
26. Turning In a paper that has been written entirely or in part by another student. 
26. Using unauthorized notes during an examination. 
27. Arranging with other students to give or receive answers by signals during an 
exam. 
28. Turning In a paper that one has purchased from a commercial research firm. 
29. Taking ar) examination for another student. 
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For questions 30-44, use the following scale: 
4) Definately cheating 
3) Probably is cheating 
2) Probably not cheating 
1 ) Definately not cheating 
To what extent do you consider each of the following to be cheating? 
30. Turning in another student's computer program as his/her own. 
31. Illegally accessing a computer program or data. 
32. Bringing into on exam prepared answers or notes on a disk. 
33. Arranging with other students to give or receive answers by signals during on 
exam. 
34. Copying from someone's exam paper without his/her knowledge. 
35. Taking an examination for another student. 
36. Using unauthorized notes during an examination. 
37. Turning in a paper that one has purchased from a commercial research firm. 
38. Giving answers to other students during an exam. 
39. Arranging to sit next to someone In order to copy from his/her paper. 
40. Turning In a paper that has been written entirely or in part by.another student. 
41. Getting questions or answers about an exam from someone who has already 
taken it. 
42. Adding a few items to a bibliography that were not used in writing the paper. 
43. Working together with several students on a homework assignment when the 
Instructor does not allow it. 
44. Copying a few sentences of material from a source without footnoting It in the 
paper. 
45. To what extent has religion played a major role in your life? 
4) A great deal 
3) A fair amount 
2) Not much 
1) Not at. all 
46. How often do you attend church? 
4) More than once a week 
3) Once a week 
2) Two or three times a month 
1) Once a month or less 
4 
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47. How often do you participate In religious activities? (I.e. youth groups, Sunday 
School, choir, usher, etc.) 
4) Always or almost always 
3) Frequently 
2) Sometimes 
1 ) lîarely or never. 
48. Do you feel that religion has played a part In your views concerning academic 
dishonesty? 
4) A great deal 
3) A fair amount 
2) Not much 
1) Not at all 
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APPENDIX B 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLES 
Table B2. Analysis of variance: Illegally accessing a œmputer program by ethnicity and religious level 
Source of Variation 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p 
Main effects .810 3 .270 .349 .790 
Ethnicity .752 1 .752 .971 .325 
Religious level .015 2 .008 .010 .990 
2-Way interactions 1.691 2 .846 1.092 .337 
Ethnicity religious level 1.691 2 .846 1.092 .337 
Explained 2.501 5 .500 .646 .665 
Residual 244.778 316 .775 
Total 247.280 321 .770 
Table B3. Analysis of variance: Bringing into an exam prepared answers by ethnidty and religious level 
Source of Variation 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p 
Main effects 1.262 3 .421 .546 .651 
Ethnidty .319 1 .319 .414 .521 
Religious level .815 2 .407 .407 .590 
2-Way interactions 1.573 2 .787 1.021 .361 
Ethnidty religious level 1.573 2 .787 1.021 .361 
Explained 2.835 5 .567 .802 .549 
Residual 243.414 316 .770 
Total 246.248 321 .767 
Table B4. Analysis of variance: Arrange with other students to give or receive answers by ethnicity and 
religious level 
Source of Variation 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p 
Main effects .611 3 .204 .278 .841 
Ethnicity .392 1 .392 .534 .466 
Religious level .164 2 .082 .112 .894 
2-Way interactions .708 2 .354 .483 .618 
Ethnicity religious level .708 2 .354 .483 .618 
Explained 1.319 5 .264 .360 .876 
Residual 231.799 316 .734 
Total 233.118 321 .726 
Table B5. Analysis of variance: Copying from someone's exam paper without his/her knowledge by ethnicity 
and religious level 
Source of Variation 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p 
Main effects .1.096 3 .365 .526 .665 
Ethnicity .140 1 .140 .202 .654 
Religious level .845 2 .422 .608 .545 
2-Way interactions 2.082 2 1.041 1.499 .225 
Ethnicity religious level 2.082 2 1.041 1.499 .225 
Explained 3.178 5 .636 .915 .471 
Residual 219.558 316 .695 
Total 222.736 321 .694 
Table B6. Analysis of variance: Taking an exam for another student by ethnicity and religious level 
Source of Variation 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p 
Main effects .627 3 .209 .299 .826 
Ethnicity .088 1 .088 .126 .723 
Religious level .475 2 .238 .340 .712 
2-Way interactions 2.576 2 1.288 1.843 .160 
Ethnicity religious level 2.576 2 1.288 1.843 .160 
Explained 3.204 5 .641 .917 .470 
Residual 220.849 316 .699 
Total 224.053 321 .698 
Table B7. Analysis of variance: Using unauthorized notes during an exam by ethnicity and religious level 
Source of Variation 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p 
Main effects 2.817 3 .939 1.289 .278 
Ethnicity 1.007 1 1.007 1.382 .241 
Religious level 1.447 2 .724 .993 .372 
2-Way interactions 1.381 2 .691 .948 .389 
Ethnicity religious level 1.381 2 .691 .948 .389 
Explained 4.198 5 .840 1.152 .333 
Residual 230.203 316 .728 
Total 234.401 321 .730 
Table B8. Analysis of variance: Paper purchased by a commercial firm by ethnidty and religious level 
Source of Variation 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p 
Main effects 1.687 3 .562 .796 .497 
Ethnidty .363 1 .363 .515 .474 
Religious level 1.240 2 .620 .878 .417 
2-Way interactions 3.101 2 1.551 2.196 .113 
Ethnidty religious level 3.101 2 1.551 2.196 .113 
Explained 4.789 5 .958 1.356 .241 
Residual 223.186 316 .706 
Total 227.975 321 .710 
Table B9. Analysis of variance: Giving answers to students during an exam by ethnicity and religious level 
Source of Variation 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p 
Main effects 2.159 3 .720 .943 .420 
Ethnicity 1.140 1 1.140 1.494 .222 
Religious level .790 2 .395 .517 .597 
2-Way interactions 2.666 2 1.333 1.748 .176 
Ethnicity religious level 2.666 2 1.333 1.748 .176 
Explained 4.825 5 .965 1.265 .279 
Residual 241.066 316 .763 
Total 245.891 321 .766 
Table BIO. Analysis of variance: Sitting next to someone to copy from paper by ethnidty and religious level 
Source of Variation 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p 
Main effects 2.333 3 .778 .997 .395 
Ethnidty .932 1 .932 1.194 .275 
Religious level 1.091 2 .545 .699 .498 
2-Way interactions .913 2 .456 .585 .558 
Ethnidty religious level .913 2 .456 .585 .558 
Explained 3.246 5 .649 .832 .528 
Residual 246.556 316 .780 
Total 249.801 321 .778 
Table Bll. Analysis of variance: Paper written by another student by ethnicity and religious level 
Source of Variation 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p 
Main effects 1.155 3 .385 .533 ,920 
Ethnicity .362 1 .362 .501 .869 
Religious level .708 2 .354 .490 .807 
2-Way interactions .992 2 .496 .686 .504 
Ethnicity religious level .992 2 .496 .686 .504 
Explained 2.147 5 .429 .594 .704 
Residual 228.325 316 .723 
Total 230.472 321 .718 
Table B12. Analysis of variance: Getting answers about an exam from someone by ethnicity and religious 
level 
Source of Variation 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p 
Main effects 3.511 3 1.170 1.230 .299 
Ethnicity .543 1 .543 .571 .450 
Religious level 3.259 2 1.630 1.713 .182 
2-Way interactions 3.538 2 1.769 1.860 .157 
Ethnicity religious level 3.538 2 1.769 1.860 .157 
Explained 7.049 5 1.410 1.482 .195 
Residual 300.569 316 .951 
Total 307.618 321 .958 
Table B13. Analysis of variance: Adding to a bibliography that were not in the paper by ethnidty and religious 
level 
Source of Variation 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p 
Main effects 
Ethnidty 
Religious level 
6.717 
.151 
6.192 
3 
1 
2 
2.239 
.151 
3.096 
3.142 
.212 
4.345 
.026 
.646 
.014 
2-Way interactions 
Ethnidty religious level 
S3.107 
^.107 
H 
2 
2 
1.554 
1.554 
2.180 
2.180 
.115 
.115 
Explained pa 
X 
|9.824 5 1.965 2.758 .019 
Residual 
1 
^.148 316 .712 
Total ^.972 321 .732 
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Table B14. Analysis of variance: Working with students on homework when the instructor does not allow it 
by edmidty and religious level 
Source of Variation 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p 
Main effects 10.889 3 3.630 4.300 .005 
Ethnicity .174 1 .174 .206 .651 
Religious level 10.889 2 5.444 6.450 .002 
2-Way interactions 2.260 2 1.130 1.338 .264 
Ethnicity religious level 2.260 2 1.130 1.338 .264 
Explained 13.149 5 2.630 3.115 .009 
Residual 266.752 316 .844 
Total 279.901 321 .872 
Table B15. Analysis of variance: Copying a few sentences without footnoting by ethnicity and religious level 
Source of Variation 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p 
Main effects 8.521 3 2.840 3.465 .017 
Ethnicity 1.784 1 1.784 2.177 .141 
Religious level 5.726 2 2.863 3.493 .032 
2-Way interactions .226 2 .113 .138 .871 
Ethnicity religious level .226 2 .113 .138 .871 
Explained 8.747 5 1.749 2.134 .061 
Residual 259.054 316 .820 
Total 267.801 321 .834 
Table B16. Analysis of variance: Getting answers about exam from someone by ethnicity and religious level 
Source of Variation 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p 
Main ejects 7.326 3 2.442 2.804 .040 
Ethnicity 5.524 1 5.524 6.342 .012 
Religious level 2.357 2 1.178 1.353 .260 
2-Way interactions 1.387 2 .694 .796 .452 
Ethnidty religious level 1.387 2 .694 .796 .452 
Explained 8.713 5 1.743 2.001 .078 
Residual 275.237 316 .871 
Total 283.950 321 .885 
Table B17. Analysis of variance: Copying sentences without footnoting by ethnicity and religious level 
Source of Variation 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p 
Main effects 2.711 3 .904 1.108 .346 
Ethnicity 2.469 1 2.469 3.028 .083 
Religious level .099 2 .050 .061 .941 
2-Way interactions .973 2 .486 .597 .551 
Ethnicity religious level .973 2 .486 .597 .551 
Explained 3.684 5 .737 .904 .479 
Residual 257.661 316 .815 
Total 261.345 321 .814 
Table B18. Analysis of variance: Working together on homework by ethnicity and religious level 
Source of Variation 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p 
Main effects 4.361 3 1.454 1.782 .151 
Ethnicity 2.996 1 2.996 3.673 .056 
Religious level 1.180 2 .590 .723 .486 
2-Way interactions .692 2 .346 .424 .655 
Ethnicity religious level .692 2 .346 .424 .655 
Explained 5.052 5 1.010 1.239 .291 
Residual 257.792 316 .816 
Total 262.845 321 .819 
Table B19. Analysis of variance: Add items to bibliography by ethnicity and religious level 
Source of Variation 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p 
Main effects 5.965 3 1.988 2.053 .106 
Ethnicity 5.4944 1 5.494 5.672 .018#* 
Religious level .223 2 .111 .115 .891 
2-Way interactions .383 2 .192 .198 .821 
Ethnicity religious level .383 2 .192 .198 .821 
Explained 6.348 5 1.270 1.311 .259 
Residual 306.102 316 .969 
Total 312.450 321 .973 
Table B20. Analysis of variance: Copying from an exam paper without his/her knowledge by ethnicity and 
religious level 
Source of Variation 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p 
Main effects 10.343 3 3.448 3.721 .012 
Ethnicity 3.147 1 3.147 3.396 .066 
Religious level 5.858 2 2.929 3.161 .044 
2-Way interactions .219 2 .110 .118 .888 
Ethnicity religious level .219 2 .110 .118 .888 
Explained 10.532 5 2.112 2.280 .047 
Residual 292.817 316 .927 
Total 303.379 321 .945 
Table B21. Analysis of variance: Getting answers about exam from someone by ethnicity and religious level 
Source of Variation 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p 
Main effects 7.326 3 2.442 2.804 .040 
Ethnicity 5.524 1 6.342 6.342 .012 
Religious level 2.357 2 1.353 1.353 .260 
2-Way interactions 1.387 2 .694 .796 .452 
Ethnicity religious level 1.387 2 .694 .796 .452 
Explained 8.713 5 1.743 2.001 .078 
Residual 275.237 316 .871 
Total 283.950 321 .885 
Table B22. Analysis of variance: Copy sentences without footnoting by ethnidty and religious level 
Source of Variation 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p 
Main effects 2.711 3 .904 1.108 .346 
Ethnidty 2.469 1 2.469 3.028 .083 
Religious level .099 2 .050 .061 .941 
2-Way interactions .973 2 .486 .597 .551 
Ethnidty religious level .973 2 .486 .597 .551 
Explained 3.684 5 .737 .904 .479 
Residual 257.661 316 .815 
Total 261.345 321 .814 
Table B23. Analysis of variance: Working together on homework by ethnicity and religious level 
Source of Variation 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p 
Main effects 4.361 3 1.454 1.782 .151 
Ethnicity 2.996 1 2.996 3.673 .056 
Religious level 1.180 2 .590 .723 .486 
2-Way interactions .692 2 .346 .424 .655 
Ethnicity religious level .692 2 .346 .424 .655 
Explained 5.052 5 1.010 1.239 .291 
Residual 257.792 316 .816 
Total 262.845 321 .819 
Table B24. Analysis of variance: Add items to bibliography by ethnidty and religious level 
Source of Variation 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p 
Main effects 5.965 3 1.988 2.053 .106 
Ethnidty 5.494 1 5.494 5.672 .018 
Religious level .223 2 .111 .115 .891 
2-Way interactions .383 2 .192 .198 .821 
Ethnidty religious level .383 2 .192 .198 .821 
Explained 6.348 5 1.270 1.311 .259 
Residual 306.102 316 .969 
Total 312.450 321 .973 
Table B25. Analysis of variance: Copying from an exam paper without his/her knowledge by ethnicity and 
religious level 
Source of Variation 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p 
Main effects 10.343 3 3.448 3.721 .012 
Ethnicity 3.147 1 3.147 3.396 .066 
Religious level 5.858 2 2.929 3.161 .044 
2-Way interactions .219 2 .110 .118 .888 
Ethnicity religious level .219 2 .110 .118 .888 
Explained 10.562 5 2.112 2.280 .047 
Residual 292.817 316 .927 
Total 303.379 321 .945 
Table B26. Analysis of variance: Copying from an exam paper without his/her knowledge by ethnicity and 
religious level 
Source of Variation 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p 
Main effects 10.343 3 2.840 3.721 .012 
Ethnicity 3.147 1 3.147 3.396 .066 
Religious level 5.858 2 2.929 3.161 .044 
2-Way interactions .219 2 .110 .118 .888 
Ethnicity religious level .219 2 .110 .118 .888 
Explained 10.562 5 2.112 2.280 .047 
Residual 292.562 316 .927 
Total 303.379 321 .945 
Table B27. Analysis of variance: Sit next to someone in order to copy by ethnidty and religious level 
Source of Variation 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p 
Main effects 9.909 3 3.303 3.416 .018 
Ethnidty 6.805 1 6.805 7.038 .008 
Religious level 2.453 2 1.226 1.268 .283 
2-Way interactions .965 2 .483 .499 .607 
Ethnidty religious level .965 2 .483 .499 .607 
Explained 10.875 5 2.175 2.249 .049 
Residual 305.526 316 .967 
Total 316.401 321 .986 
Table B28. Analysis of variance: Giving answers to other students by ethnidty and religious level 
Source of Variation 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p 
Main effects 1.388 3 .463 .611 .608 
Ethnidty 1.357 1 1.357 1.792 .182 
Religious level .019 2 .009 .012 .988 
2-Way interactions 2.234 2 1.117 1.475 .230 
Ethnidty religious level 2234 2 1.117 1.475 .230 
Explained 3.622 5 .724 .957 .445 
Residual 239.300 316 .757 
Total 242.922 321 .757 
Table B29. Analysis of variance: Turning in a paper that is written entirely or in part by another student by 
etimidty and religious level 
Source of Variation 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p 
Main effects 2.434 3 .811 .962 .411 
Ethnicity 2.253 1 2.253 2.671 .103 
Religious level .170 2 .085 .101 .904 
2-Way interactions .223 2 .111 .132 .876 
Ethnicity religious level .223 2 .111 .132 .876 
Explained 2.657 5 .531 .630 .677 
Residual 266.601 316 .844 
Total 269.258 321 .839 
Table B30. Analysis of variance: Using unauthorized notes in an exam by ethnidty and religious level 
Source of Variation 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p 
Main ejects 2.746 3 .915 1.163 .324 
Ethnidty 2.653 1 2.635 3.349 .068 
Religious level .134 2 .067 .085 .918 
2-Way interactions .077 2 .039 .049 .952 
Ethnidty religious level .077 2 .039 .049 .952 
Explained 2.823 5 .565 .718 .611 
Residual 248.671 316 .787 
Total 251.494 321 .783 
Table B31. Analysis of variance: Cheating is never justified by ethnidty and religious level 
Source of Variation 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p 
Main effects 6.974 3 2.325 3.292 .021 
Ethnidty 2.356 1 2.356 3.337 .069 
Religious level 5.331 2 2.666 3.775 .024 
2-Way interactions 4.632 2 2.316 3.280 .039 
Ethnidty religious level 4.632 2 2.316 3.280 .039 
Explained 11.606 5 2.321 3.287 .007 
Residual 223.142 316 .706 
Total 234.748 321 .731 
Table B32. Analysis of variance: Cheating is justified when a person needs to pass a course by ethnidty and 
religious level 
Source of Variation 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p 
Main effects 13.169 3 5.056 7.618 .000 
Ethnidty 9.630 1 9.630 14.510 .000 
Religious level 7.405 2 3.702 5.578 .004 
2-Way interactions .498 2 .249 .375 .688 
Ethnidty religious level .498 2 .249 .375 .688 
Explained 15.666 5 3.133 4.721 .000 
Residual 209.725 316 .664 
Total 225.391 321 .702 
Table B33. Analysis of variance: Cheating is justified when a person needs to keep a scholarship by ethnicity 
and religious level 
Source of Variation 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p 
Main effects 24.052 3 8.017 11.492 .000 
Ethnicity 21.633 1 21.633 31.009 .000 
Religious level 4.670 2 2.335 3.347 .036 
2-Way interactions 1.278 2 .639 .916 .401 
Ethnicity religious level 1.278 2 .639 .916 .401 
Explained 25.330 5 5.066 7.262 .000 
Residual 220.449 316 .698 
Total 245.780 321 .766 
Table B34. Analysis of variance: 
ethnicity and religious level 
Cheating is justified when a person needs to pass a course for graduation by 
Source of Variation 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p 
Main effects 19.270 3 6.423 8.954 .000 
Ethnicity 12.767 1 12.767 17.797 .000 
Religious level 8.823 2 4.411 6.150 .002 
2-Way interactions 1.850 2 .925 1.289 .277 
Ethnicity religious level 1.850 2 .925 1.289 .277 
Explained 21.120 5 4.224 5.888 .000 
Residual 226.681 316 .717 
Total 247.801 321 .772 
Table B35. Analysis of variance: Cheating is justified to receive a better grade by ethnicity and religious level 
Source of Variation 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p 
Main effects 6.750 3 2.250 3.485 .016 
Ethnicity 4.679 1 4.679 7.247 .007 
Religious level 2.946 2 1.473 2.282 .104 
2-Way interactions 1.805 2 .903 1.398 .249 
Ethnicity religious level 1.805 2 .903 1.398 .249 
Explained 8.556 5 1.711 2.651 .023 
Residual 204.006 316 .646 
Total 212.562 321 .662 
Table B36. Analysis of variance: Cheating is never justified by ethnicity and religious level 
Source of Variation 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p 
Main effects 6.974 3 2.325 3.292 .021 
Ethnicity 2.356 1 2.356 3.337 .069 
Religious level 5.331 2 2.666 3.775 .024 
2-Way interactions 4.632 2 2.316 3.280 .039 
Ethnicity religious level 4.632 2 2.316 3.280 .039 
Explained 11.606 5 2.321 3.287 .007 
Residual 223.142 316 .706 
Total 234.748 321 .731 
Table B37. Analysis of variance: Cheating is justified when a person needs to pass a course by ethnicity and 
religious level 
Source of Variation 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p 
Main effects 15.169 3 5.056 7.618 .000 
Ethnicity 9.630 1 9.630 14.510 .000 
Religious level 7.405 2 3.702 5.578 .004 
2-Way interactions .498 2 .249 .375 .688 
Ethnicity religious level .498 2 .249 .375 .688 
Explained 15.666 5 3.133 4.721 .000 
Residual 209.725 316 .664 
Total 225,391 321 .702 
Table B39. Analysis of variance: Cheating is justified when a person needs to keep a scholarship by ethnicity 
and religious level 
Source of Variation 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p 
Main effects 24.052 3 8.017 11.492 .000 
Ethnicity 21.633 1 21.633 31.009 .000 
Religious level 4.670 2 2.335 3.347 .036 
2-Way interactions 1.278 2 .639 .916 .401 
Ethnicity religious level 1.278 2 .639 .916 .401 
Explained 25.330 5 5.066 7.262 .000 
Residual 220.449 316 .698 
Total 245.780 321 .766 
Table B39. Analysis of variance: 
ethnicity and religious level 
Cheating is justified when a person needs to pass a course for graduation by 
Source of Variation 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p 
Main effects 19.270 3 6.423 8.954 .000 
Ethnicity 12.767 1 12.767 17.797 .000 
Religious level 8.823 2 4.411 6.150 .002 
2-Way interactions 1.850 2 .925 1.289 .277 
Ethnicity religious level 1.850 2 .925 1.289 .277 
Explained 21.120 5 4.244 5.888 .000 
Residual 226.681 316 .717 
Total 247.801 321 .772 
Table B40. Analysis of variance: Cheating is justified to receive a better grade by ethnicity and religious level 
Source of Variation 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p 
Main effects 6.750 3 2.250 3.485 .016 
Ethnicity 4.679 1 4.679 7.247 .007 
Religious level 2.946 2 1.473 2.282 .104 
2-Way interactions 1.805 2 .903 1.398 .249 
Ethnicity religious level 1.805 2 .903 1.398 .249 
Explained 8.556 5 1.711 2.651 .023 
Residual 204.006 316 .646 
Total 212.562 321 .662 
Table B41. Analysis of variance: Cheating is justified when a friend asks for help by ethnicity and religious 
level 
Source of Variation 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p 
Main effects 3.047 3 1.136 1.792 .149 
Ethnicity 2.668 1 2.668 4.210 .041 
Religious level 1.143 2 .571 .902 .407 
2-Way interactions 2.801 2 1.400 2.210 .111 
Ethnicity religious level 2.801 2 1.400 2.210 .111 
Explained 6.207 5 1.241 1.959 .084 
Residual 200.243 316 .634 
Total 206.450 321 .643 
